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THE  CONSTRUCTION  WORKER  PROFILE  STUDY 

The  CONSTRUCTION  WORKER  PROFILE  was  conducted  for  the  Old  West  Regional  Commission  to  study  the 
socio-economic  consequences  of  the  construction  of  large  energy-related  facilities.  The  emphasis  of  the  study 
was  on  the  collection  of  primary  data,  and  three  distinct  efforts  were  required. 

-  A  Household  Survey  was  conducted  which  consisted  of  door-to-door  interviews  with  1432  households  in 
nine  western  communities  which  have  been  affected,  are  being  affected,  or  will  be  affected  by  large 
energy-related  construction  projects.  The  purpose  of  the  household  survey  was  to  determine  household 
and  labor  force  characteristics,  commuting  patterns,  residential  preferences,  social  integration,  household 
expenditures,  satisfaction  with  community  services,  and  attitudes  of  residents  about  both  the  projects 
and  their  community.  Respondents  to  the  household  survey  included  residents  who  lived  in  the  commun- 
ity prior  to  the  construction  project(s)  and,  in  the  case  of  currently  affected  communities,  newcomer 
construction  workers  and  other  newcomers.  For  the  post-impact  communities,  a  sample  of  all  residents 
was  interviewed. 

-  A  Project  Survey  was  undertaken  which  consisted  of  distributing  and  collecting  short  self-administered 
questionnaires  to  construction  workers  at  14  major  construction  sites  in  eight  western  states.  A  total  of 
3168  responses  was  obtained  which  indicated  workers'  characteristics  with  respect  to  household  composi- 
tion, place  of  residence,  previous  residence,  and  occupation. 

-  A  Community  Survey,  during  which  three  social  scientists  lived  for  a  time  in  three  of  the  Household 
Survey  communities,  and  conducted  structured,  in-depth  interviews  with  households  and  less  structured 
interviews  with  institutional  representatives,  was  the  third  activity  of  the  study.  The  purpose  of  this 
procedure  was  to  determine  some  of  the  construction  period  impacts  on  the  personal  lives  of  community 
residents  and  on  the  communities'  institutions,  and  also  to  observe  both  individual  and  institutional 
response  to  those  impacts. 

The  results  of  the  study  are  summarized  in  10  documents. 
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Purpose:  To  provide  a  detailed  account  of  the  purpose,  method,  and  results  of  the  study.  Emphasis  is 
placed  on  generalizations  supported  by  the  data  with  special  attention  to  the  applicability  of  the  results 
to  the  planning  and  impact  assessment  processes. 

II.  CONSTRUCTION  WORKER  PROFILE:   SUMMARY  REPORT 

Purpose:  To  make  the  objectives  and  principal  findings  of  the  study  easily  accessible  to  the  nontechnical 
reader. 

III.  CONSTRUCTION  WORKER  PROFILE:  COMMUNITY  REPORTS 

A.  Green  River  and  Rock  Springs,  Wyoming 

B.  Forsyth  and  Colstrip,  Montana 
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Purpose:  To  prepare  seven  distinct  community  reports  containing  descriptions  of  the  Household  Survey 
findings  for  individual  communities  and  summaries  of  information  from  the  Project  Survey  on  projects 
relevant  to  each.  Due  to  the  proximity  of  Rock  Springs  to  Green  River  and  of  Forsyth  to  Colstrip,  the 
community  reports  for  each  of  these  pairs  of  communities  were  combined  in  single  volumes  under  the 
assumption  that  anyone  interested  in  one  would  be  interested  in  the  other. 

IV.  CONSTRUCTION  WORKER  PROFILE:   USER'S  GUIDE  TO  THE  DATA 

Purpose:  To  document  the  methodology,  procedures,  and  results  of  the  study  so  that  the  basic  data  can 
be  used  by  other  researchers.  The  entire  data  set  is  described  in  detail  as  are  the  procedures  for  obtaining 
the  data  on  tape,  punched  cards,  or  hard  copy. 

Distribution  of  Publications: 

The  documents  described  above  are  available  on  request  from: 

Old  West  Regional  Commission,  1730  "K"  Street,  N.W.,  Suite  426,  Washington,  D.C.  20006 

Distribution  of  Data: 

The  procedures  for  the  distribution  of  data  are  described  in  the  USER'S  GUIDE  TO  THE  DATA.  Questions 
about  these  procedures  may  be  directed  to: 

Ms.  Jeannette  Studer,  Old  West  Regional  Commission,  Fratt  Building,  Suite  306A, 

Billings,  Montana  59101,  (406)  245-6711,  Ext.  6665,  OR 
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I .   INTRODUCTION 

Center,  North  Dakota  is  a  town  of  about  900  people  in  the 
coal-rich  west-central  portion  of  the  state.   In  the  late 
sixties  the  first  unit  of  the  Milton  R.  Young  coal-fired 
electrical-generating  plant  was  constructed  at  Center. 
Then,  in  1974,  construction  began  on  the  second  unit  of 
the  power  plant,  and  by  197  5,  a  construction  force  of 
about  500  persons  was  working  at  the  site.   Center  is  the 
snallest  currently  affected  community  in  the  study,  and  proba- 
bly due  to  its  size,  provides  the  fewest  community  services 
by  comparison  with  the  other  currently  affected  communities . 
There  are  several  larger  communities  within  commuting 
distance  of  the  Milton  R.  Young  power  plant,  and  it  was 
considered  that  this  would  make  Center  an  ideal  study 
community  in  order  to  determine  the  effects  of  size  of 
nearby  communities  on  residential  preferences  and  commuting 
patterns  of  workers  at  the  plant  site. 


The  Project  Survey,  conducted  at  actual  power  plant 
construction  sites,  took  place  at  two  construction  sites 
near  Center — at  the  Milton  R.  Young  plant  just  outside 
Center,  and  at  the  Leland  Olds  plant  at  Stanton,  17 
miles  away.   The  data  collected  from  construction  workers 
at  these  two  sites  are  presented  in  the  first  section 
of  this  report,  and  the  findings  of  the  Household  Survey 
are  presented  in  the  second  section. 


Center  was  one  of  the  three  communities  selected  for 
study  in  the  Community  Survey.   A  social  scientist  spent 
about  two  weeks  in  Center  conducting  in-depth  interviews 
with  households  and  with  institutional  representatives. 
The  purpose  of  this  activity  was  to  determine  some  of 
the  construction  period  impacts  upon  residents '  personal 
lives  and  upon  the  community's  institutions.   The  final 
section  of  this  report  will  consist  of  a  discussion  of 
the  findings  and  observations  of  the  researcher  who 
conducted  the  Community  Survey  in  Center. 


II.   PROJECT  SURVEY 
METHODOLOGY  AND  PROCEDURES 


For  the  North  Dakota  projects,  an  unusual  procedure  was 
followed  as  a  result  of  there  being  a  group  of  researchers 
from  North  Dakota  State  University  conducting  a  similar  study 
of  construction  workers  at  both  the  Milton  R.  Young  and  the 
Leland  Olds  power  plants .   The  NDSU  group  had  already 
established  a  working  relationship  with  management  at 
both  plants,  and  felt  that  it  would  not  be  to  anyone's 
benefit  for  two  research  groups  to  administer  separate 


questionnaires  to  the  construction  workers  within  a  few 
weeks  of  each  other.   So,  it  was  agreed  that  the  questions 
on  the  Project  Survey  questionnaire  be  incorporated  into 
the  NDSU  questionnaire  and  administered  at  both  sites. 
The  questionnaires  were  distributed  to  construction  workers 
hy    pidut  managers,  and  completed,  questionnaires  were 
collected  by  plant  management  and  returned  to  NDSU 
personnel,  who  then  transferred  the  necessary  data  from 
their  questionnaire  to  the  Project  Survey  questionnaire. 
Copies   of  the  Project  Survey  questionnaire  and  the  NDSU 
questionnaire  are  included  in  the  Appendix.   A  total  of 
73  responses  (14.4  percent  of  all  workers)  was  obtained  at 
the  Milton  R.  Young  plant,  and  193  responses  (32.5  percent 
of  all  workers)  were  obtained  at  the  Leland  Olds  plant. 

The  interviews  took  place  during  the  siommer  of  1975,  at 
which  time  the  Milton  R.  Young  plant  had  been  under 
construction  for  about  a  year  and  the  Leland  Olds  plant 
for  three  years . 


B.   SURVEY  FINDINGS:   MILTON  R.  YOUNG  PLANT 

Of  the  respondents  to  the  Project  Survey  at  the  Milton  R. 
Young  plant,  about  half  were  local  workers  (47.9  percent), 
and  half  were  nonlocal.   The  determination  of  whether  a 
worker  is  "local"  or  "nonlocal"  was  based  entirely  on 
his/her  answer  to  question  3. a.  on  the  Project  Survey 
questionnaire.   That  question  reads,  "Is  your  local 
address  in  the  same  town  as  it  was  before  you  started 
working  on  this  job?"   If  the  respondent  answered,  "No" 
to  that  question,  it  was  assumed  that  he/she  m.oved  to  the 
area  to  work  at  the  plant.   In  that  case,  he/she  was 
part  of  a  nonlocal  supply  of  workers  attracted  to  the 
area  by  the  plant  construction.   Those  workers  who  answered 
"Yes"  to  the  question,  those  who  had  not  moved,  were 
considered  local  workers. 

Local  workers  at  the  Milton  R.  Young  plant  commuted  from  as 
far  as  55  miles  away,   although  most  (91.4  percent) 
lived  within  35  miles  of  the  plant. 

The  largest  proportion  of  nonlocal  workers  (41.9  percent) 
mentioned  North  Dakota  towns  as  their  previous  residences, 
and  another  38.7  percent  mentioned  places  in  Minnesota, 
Montana,  and  South  Dakota,  all  states  adjacent  to  North 
Dakota,  as  their  previous  residences.   Only  19  percent 
of  the   nonlocal  workers  came  from  places  other  than  North 
Dakota  or  states  adjacent  to  it. 


Table  1  shows  the  present  addresses  of  local  and  nonlocal 
workers.   The  numbers  in  parentheses  are  the  approximate 
distances  in  miles  from  the  plant.   More  than  93  percent 
of  all  workers  lived  within  35  miles  of  the  power  plant. 


TABLE  1 


PRESENT  ADDRESS  OF  LOCAL 
AND  NONLOCAL  WORKERS 
MILTON  R.  YOITNG 


Town 

Center  (0) 
Mandan  (3  2) 
Bismarck  (35) 
Hazen  (30) 
Stanton  (17) 
Washburn  (24) 
Beulah  (44) 
Underwood  (36) 
New  Salem  (24) 
Garrison  (55) 
Wilton   (38) 


Percentage 

of 

Percentage  of 

Local  Workers 

Nonlocal  Workers 

25.7 

36.1 

17.1 

13.9 

1 

34.3 

19.4 

5.7 

2.8 

5.7 

8.3 

I 

2.9 

2.8 

2.9 

2.8 

3) 



2.8 

i) 



11.1 

) 

2.9 

— - 

2.9 

TOTAL 


100.0 


100.0 


^Totals  may  not  add  to  100.0  percent  because  of  rounding. 


Nonlocal  workers  tended  to  be  in  supervisory  or  professional 
jobs  more  frequently  than  did  local  workers,  and  local 
workers  dominated  the  foreman,  craf tsman^ ,  and  office 
worker  occupation  groups.  See  Table  2. 


The  "craftsman"  occupation  group  includes  ironworkers, 
boiler  makers,  pipefitters,  electricians,  and  carpenters. 


TABLE  2 

OCCUPATIONS  OF  LOCAL,  NONLOCAL  WORKERS 
MILTON  R.  YOUNG 


Occupation 

Percentage 

of  Occupation 

Group 

Local 

Nonlocal 

Workers 

Workers 

Total 

Superintendent 



100.0 

100.0 

Foreman 

75.0 

25.0 

100.0 

Engineer 

20.0 

80.0 

100.0 

Ironworker 

50.0 

50.0 

100.0 

Boilermaker 



100.0 

100.0 

Pipefitter 

66.7 

33.3 

100.0 

Electrician 

85.7 

14.3 

100.0 

Carpenter 

75.0 

25.0 

100.0 

Laborer 

66.7 

33.3 

100.0 

Operating  Engineer 

— 

100.0 

100.0 

Office  Worker 

66.7 

33.3 

100.0 

Other 

38.5 

61.5 

100.0 

There  were  no  particular  differences  between  local  and 
nonlocal  workers  with  respect  to  marital  status  charac- 
teristics.  Table  3  shows  marital  status  for  local  and 
nonlocal  workers  at  the  Milton  R.  Young  plant. 

TABLE  3 

MARITAL  STATUS  OF  WORKERS 
MILTON  R.  YOUNG 


Percentag^e 

of  Workers 

Marital  Status 

Married 

Single,  Widowed, 
Divorced 

Local  Workers 
74.3 
25.7 

Nonlocal  Workers 
75.0 
25.0 

TOTAL 


100.0 


100.0 


Twenty-five  percent  of  the  nonlocal  workers  said  that  they 
had  no  families. 2   of  those  nonlocal  workers  having  families, 
more  than  half  (51.9  percent)  indicated  that  their  families 
were  living  with  them.   


"For  the  purposes  of  this  report,  a  family  is  composed 
of  the  respondent,  spouse,  and  children  of  the  respon- 
dent.  All  fam.ilies  included  at  least  one  other  person 
besides  the  respondent. 


For  every  10  0  nonlocal  workers,  then,  (using  marital 
status  and  family  characteristics  data  obtained  for  workers 
at  the  Milton  R.  Young  plant)  one  can  expect  the  breakdown 
with  respect  to  workers  and  their  families  shown  in  Table  4 


TABLE  4 

AVERAGE  POPULATION 
INFLUX  PER  100  NONLOCAL 
CONSTRUCTION  WORKERS 
MILTON  R.  YOUNG 


Number  of 
Persons 


Population  Category 

Workers  Single,  Widowed  or  Divorced 
Married  Workers  with  families  absent 
Married  Workers  with  families  present 
Family  Members  present 


TOTAL  POPULATION  Influx  per  10  0  nonlocal  workers  208.3 


C.   SURVEY  FINDINGS:   LELAND  OLDS  PLANT 


25. 

.0 

36, 

.1 

38, 

.9 

108, 

.3 

Of  the  193  respondents  to  the  Project  Survey  at  the  Leland 
Olds  plant,  less  than  half  (44.8  percent)  were  local 
workers,  and  the  rest  were  nonlocal.   Local  workers  at 
the  Leland  Olds  plant  commuted  from  as  far  as  Dickinson, 
99  miles  away.   In  fact,  fewer  than  half  (47.8  percent) 
of  the  local  workers  lived  within  35  miles  of  the  plant. 
About  half  of  the  nonlocal  workers  (51  percent)  mentioned 
places  in  states  not  adjacent  to  North  Dakota  as  previous 
residences;  24.5  percent  named  towns  in  North  Dakota  as 
previous  residences;  and  another  24.5  percent  mentioned 
places  in  adjacent  states  (Minnesota  and  South  Dakota) 
as  previous  residences. 

Table  5  shows  the  present  addresses  of  local  and  nonlocal 
workers.   The  numbers  in  parentheses  are  the  distances 
in  miles  from  Stanton,  the  location  of  the  Leland  Olds 
plant.   Nearly  60  percent  of  all  workers  live  within  30 
miles  of  the  plant. 


The  nonlocal  workers  dominated  the  superintendent, 
professional,  and  a  few  of  the  craftsman  occupational 
categories,  while  the  local  workers  were  more  frequently 
foreiTien,  laborers,  and  office  workers.   Table  6  presents 
local/nonlocal  status  of  workers  by  occupation. 

TABLE  5 

PRESENT  ADDRESS  OF  LOCAL  AND  NONLOCAL  WORKERS 

LELAND  OLDS 


Percentage 

of 

Percentage  of 

Town 

Local  VJorkers 
12.8 

Nonlocal  Workers 

Center  (17) 

16.5 

Mandan  (52) 

20.9 

7.8 

Bismarck  (58) 

18.6 

16.5 

Hazen  (14) 

9.3 

19.4 

Stanton  (0) 

9.3 

20.4 

Washburn  (22) 

2.3 

8.7 

Beulah  (28) 

10.5 

4.9 

Garrison  (52) 

7.0 

1.9 

Underwood  (40) 

3.5 

2.9 

Golden  Valley  (35) 

1.2 

1.0 

Pick  City  (24) 

1.2 

— — 

Dickinson  (99) 

1.2 

—  _ 

Minot  (90) 

1.2 

—  ■" 

Riverdale  (29) 

1.2 

TOTAL 


100.0 


100.0 


^Totals  may  not  add  to  100.0  percent  because  of  rounding. 


A  larger  proportion  of  nonlocal  workers  than  local  workers 
wasmarried.   Table  7  shows  marital  status  for  local  and 
nonlocal  workers  at  the  Leland  Olds  plant. 

Seventeen  percent  of  the  nonlocal  workers  said  that  they 
had  no  families.   Of  those  nonlocal  workers  having  families, 
55.2  percent  indicated  that  their  families  were  living 
with  them.   For  every  100  nonlocal  workers,  then,  (using 
marital  status  and  family  characteristics  data  obtained 
for  workers  at  the  Leland  Olds  plant)  one  could  expect 
the  breakdown  with  respect  to  workers  and  their  families 
shown  in  Table  8. 


TABLE  6 

OCCUPATIONS  OF  LOCAL, 
NONLOCAL  WORKERS  INTERVIEWED 
LELAND  OLDS 


Occupation 


Superintendent 

Foreman 

Engineer 

Ironworker 

Cement  Finisher 

Millwright 

Boilermaker 

Pipefitter 

Electrician 

Painter 

Carpenter 

Laborer 

Helper 

Oiler 

Truck  Driver 

Office  Worker 

Other 


Percentage  of  Occupation  Group 


Local 

Nonlocal 

Workers 

Workers 

Total 

20.0 

80.0 

100.0 

50.0 

50.0 

100.0 

14.3 

85.7 

100.0 

100.0 

— 

100.0 

100.0 

— 

100.0 

66.7 

33.3 

100.0 

50.0 

50.0 

100.0 

36.6 

63.4 

100.0 

25.0 

75.0 

100.0 

-- 

100.0 

100.0 

80.0 

20.0 

100.0 

95.2 

4.8 

100.0 

100.0 

-- 

100.0 

— 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

-- 

100.0 

80.0 

20.0 

100.0 

34.5 

65.5 

100.0 

TABLE  7 

MARITAL  STATUS  OF  WORKERS 
LELAND  OLDS 


Percentage 

of 

Workers 

Marital  Status 

Married 

S i ng 1 e ,  Widowed , 
or  divorced 

Loi 

cal  Workers 
69.8 

30.2 

Nc 

snlocal  Workers 
82.9 

17.1 

TOTAL 

100.0 

100.0 

TABLE  8 

AVERAGE  POPULATION 
INFLUX  PER  100  NONLOCAL 
CONSTRUCTION  WORKERS 
LELAND  OLDS 


Number 

of 

Persons 

17, 

.1 

37, 

.1 

45, 

.7 

123, 

.8 

Population  Category 

Workers  single,  widowed  or  divorced 
Married  Workers  with  families  absent 
Married  Workers  with  families  present 
Family  members  present 


TOTAL  POPULATION  influx  per  100  nonlocal  workers    223.8 


The  family  characteristics  of  nonlocal  workers  at  the 
Leland  Olds  plant  are  quite  similar  to  those  of  nonlocal 
workers  at  the  Milton  R.  Young  plant.   If  one  combined  the 
family  characteristics  data  for  nonlocal  workers  at  both 
plants,  one  would  expect  a  population  influx  of  216.5 
persons  per  100  nonlocal  construction  workers. 


III.   HOUSEHOLD  SURVEY 
A.   METHODOLOGY  AND  PROCEDURES 


The  Household  Survey  was  conducted  with  68  households  in 
Center.   There  were  approximately  24  0  households  in  the 
town,  and  so,  in  order  to  obtain  the  desired  sample,  the 
town  was  divided  into  68  clusters  of  about  4  households 
each,  and  an  interview  was  conducted  with  1  household 
from  each  cluster.   Although  Center  was  a  currently 
affected  community,  two-phase  sampling  aimed  at  getting 
sufficient  data  for  three  groups,  long  time  residents,  new- 
comer construction  workers,  and  other  newcomers,  was  not 
used  there  because  the  town  was  so  small  that  sample 
quotas  for  newcomer  construction  v/orkers  and  other  new- 
comers which  might  be  established  in  order  to  obtain 
reliable  data  could  not  be  reached.   Specifically,  there 
were  fev/er  than  100  newcomer  households  in  Center,  and 
in  order  to  gather  reliable  data  on  these  households  as 
a  separate  group,  a  virtual  census  would  have  to  be  con- 
ducted.  It  was  decided,  therefore,  that  for  sampling 
purposes,  the  community  should  be  treated  like  the  pre- 
and  post-impact  communities  and  that  one  systematic 
sample  should  be  taken.   In  this  way,  interviews  were 
conducted  with  68  households  (a  28  percent  sample) , 


48  (71  percent)  of  v/hich  were  long  time  resident  households, 
15  (22  percent)  of  which  were  newcomer  construction  worker 
households,  and  5  (7  percent)  of  which  were  other  newcomer 
households.   Newcomer  questionnaires  were  completed  for 
newcomers ,  and  long  time  resident  forms  for  the  long  time 
resident  respondents.   For  Center,  a  long  time  resident 
was  a  respondent  who  had  lived  in  the  town  for  more  than 
3  years.   Those  who  had  moved  to  Center  within  the  past 
3  years  were  considered  newcomers.   The  distinction  between 
"construction  worker"  and  "other"  newcomer  households  was 
made  on  the  basis  of  the  household  head's  occupation. 
Copies  of  the  questionnaires  used  in  Center  are  in  the 
Appendix. 

The  sampling  plan  and  results,  field  procedures,  data 
handling  and  analysis,  and  the  Household  Survey  questionnaire 
are  explained  in  greater  detail  in  CONSTRUCTION  WORKER 
PROFILE:   USER'S  GUIDE  TO  THE  DATA.   Also  included  in 
that  document  are  procedures  for  obtaining  the  entire 
data  set. 

There  was  a  special  situation  in  Center  at  the  time  of  the 
field  work  in  that  there  was  another  group  conducting  a 
very  similar  study.   The  other  group  was  from  North  Dakota 
State  University  in  Fargo.   It  was  considered  to  be  to  the 
advantage  of  both  research  groups  and  to  the  town  of  Center 
to  cooperate  as  much  as  possible  in  collecting  data  and 
to  avoid  the  possibility  of  there  being  households  which 
might  be  interviewed  by  both  groups  during  the  same  week. 
The  result  was  that  each  group  selected  its  sample  house- 
holds so  that  no  household  would  be  interviewed  by  both 
groups.   This  did  not  distort  sampling  procedures  in  any 
way.   Both  groups  were  using  similar  sampling  techniques, 
and  had  only  to  begin  counting,  or  clustering,  at  different 
points  in  order  to  avoid  each  other's  selections.   Mountain 
West  Research  then  contracted  with  North  Dakota  State  at 
a  fixed  price  per  interview  to  hire  their  experienced 
interviewers  to  conduct  the  Household  Survey  for  this 
study.   There  was  a  Mountain  West  field  work  supervisor 
present  for  the  entire  sampling  and  interviewing  process, 
so  that  the  Center  field  work  proceeded  consistent  in 
every  way  with  the  field  work  in  the  other  eight  study 
communities . 

As  mentioned  earlier,  only  20  newcomer  households  were 
interviewed — 15  construction  worker  households  and  5 
other  newcomers.   This  is  too  small  a  sample  for  each 
newcomer  group  to  draw  fine  distinctions.  Generally,  the 
discussion  which  follows  will  be  concerned  with  long  time 
residents  versus  newcomers  as  one  group,  and  only  broad 
characteristic  differences  will  be  noted. 
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B.   CHARACTERISTICS  OF  THE  POPULATION  OF  CENTER, 
NORTH  DAKOTA 

1.   Family  Size  and  Marital  Status 

Average  family  size  for  Center  residents  was  larger  than  for 
North  Dakota,  the  United  States,  or  for  any  other  study 
community.   The  newcomers  to  Center  (those  who  have  lived 
there  3  years  or  less)  had  much  larger  families  than  did 
the  long  time  residents.   See  Table  9  for  comparisons. 

TABLE  9 

FAMILY  SIZE  COMPARISONS 
CENTER,  NORTH  DAKOTA,  AND  THE  UNITED  STATES^ 


Place 
Center : 

North  Dakota 
United  States: 


Total  Population 
Long  Time  Residents 
Newcomers 


Total  Population 
Rural  Population 


Average  Number 

of  Persons 

per  Family 


4, 

.16 

3, 

.96 

4, 

.71 

3, 

.72^ 

3. 

'< 

3, 

.67b 

For  the  purposes  of  this  report,  a  family  is  composed  of 
a  head  of  household  and  other  household  members  related 
to  the  head  by  blood,  marriage,  or  adoption.   Spouses 
and  children  were  the  only  relatives  of  the  head  included 
in  the  Center  data,  but  the  state  and  U.S.  figures 
include  all  relatives  who  are  household  members.   All 
families  included  at  least  two  persons. 

U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  1970  Census  of  Population: 
Characteristics  of  the  Population,  United  States  Summary 


(Washington,  D.C, 
p.  1-1628. 


U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  1973) , 


Nearly  6  5  percent  of  all  households  interviewed  in  Center 
included  children  of  the  head.   Using  the  family  charac- 
teristics data  obtained  in  the  survey,  the  following 
numbers  of  chi Idren  could  be  expected  in  each  age  group 
for  every  100  families  (newcomers  and  long  time  residents) 
in  Center. 
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TABLE  10 

AVERAGE  NUMBER  OF  CHILDREN  IN  VARIOUS 
AGE  CATEGORIES  (FOR  EACH  100  FAMILIES) 
CENTER,  NORTH  DAKOTA 


Age  Category 

Under  5 

5-11 

12-14 

15-17 

18-19 

20-24 

25  or  over 


TOTAL 


Average  Number  of  Children 


Long  Time 

Total 

Residents 

Newcomers 

Population 

35 

106 

54 

83 

118 

92 

33 

29 

32 

20 

12 

17 

20 

12 

17 

9 

— 

6 

2 

"•" 

2 

202 


277 


220 


As  shown  in  Table  10,  there  would  be  an  average  of  220 
children  included  in  every  100  families  in  Center,  or 
2.2  children  per  family  for  the  total  population.   For 
long  time  residents,  one  would  expect  202  children  per 
100  families  (2  children  per  fanily) ;  for  newcomers, 
one  would  expect  277  children  per  100  families  (2.8 
children  per  family) . 

Only  7.4  percent  of  all  households  in  Center  were  one  person 
households.   This  is  quite  a  small  proportion  compared  with 
the  average  for  the  United  States.   Nineteen  percent  of 
all  U.S.  households  are  one  person  households.-^  Over  half 
of  these  households  in  Center  were  newcomer  households. 
Table  11  shows  the  distribution  of  households  by  size  of 
household  for  Center  and  the  United  States. 

As  the  table  shows.  Center's  population  tended  to  live 
in  much  larger  households  than  did  the  U.S.  population 
as  a  whole. 


U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  Consumer  Income:   Household 
Money  Income  in  1973  and  Selected  Social  and  Economic 
Characteristics  of  Households  (Washington,  D.C.:   U.S. 
Government  Printing  Office,  1974), p.  8. 
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TABLE    11 

HOUSEHOLD    DISTRIBUTION    BY    SIZE    OF   HOUSEHOLD 
CENTER  AND    THE    UNITED    STATES 


Percentage  of 

Households 

Size  of 

IMited*^ 

Household 

Center 

States 

Long  Time 

Tntal 

Residents 

Newocmers 

Population 

One  person 

4.2 

15.0 

7.4 

19.1 

1V)o  persons 

31.3 

15.0 

26.5 

30.8 

Three  persons 

8.3 



5.9 

17.1 

Four  persons 

18.8 

15.0 

17.6 

15.6 

Five  persons 

18.8 

30.0 

22.1 

9.3 

Six  persons 

.8.3 

15.0 

10.3 

4.4 

Sevai  or  more 

persons 

10.5 

10.0 

10.3 

3.8 

TCHAL 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


utotals  may  not  add  to  100.0  percent  because  of  rounding. 

U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  Consumer  Inocane:     Ifousehold  ^'bney 
Inocme  in  1973  and  Selec:±ed  Social  and  Econoaiiic  Characteristics 


of  Kousdiolds   (Vfeshington,  D.C. ; 
1974),  p.   14. 


U.S.  Government  Printing  Office, 


Table   12   shows  marital   status    for   Center   residents,    both 
long   time  residents   and   newcomers.      As   the   table   shows, 
a   larger   proportion  of   newcomers   than  of   long   time  resi- 
dents  has   never  married. 
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TABLE  12 

MARITAL  STATUS  OF  HOUSEHOLD  HEADS 
CENTER,  NORTH  DAKOTA 


Marital  Status 

Now  Married 
Widowed  or 

Divorced 
Never  Married 

TOTAL^ 


Percentage  of  Household  Heads 


Long  Time 
Residents 

91.6 

6.3 
2.1 


100.0 


Newcomers 
80.0 

10.0 
10.0 

100.0 


Total 
Population 

88.0 

7.4 
4.4 


100.0 


^Totals  may  not  add  to  100.0  percent  because  of  rounding. 


2 .   Age 

Center  was  a  community  of  young  people  by  comparison  with 
the  rest  of  the  state  and  the  United  States  as  a  whole. 
In  fact,  the  median  age  for  Center  (19.32)  was  younger 
than  for  any  other  study  community .   The  only  community 
with  a  comparable  median  age  was  St.  George,  Utah,  a 
pre-impact  community.   Data  for  that  community  also  show 
very  large  households.   Table  13  shows  median  ages  for 
the  United  States,  North  Dakota,  and  Center  populations. 

This  phenomenon  (youth  of  the  population)  is  directly  related 
to  Center's  large  average  household  size  already  discussed. 
Large  households  are  usually  those  with  several  children, 
and  so  the  median  age  was  younger  in  Center  than  in  other 
areas . 


Age  distribution  for  household  heads  is  shown  in  Table  14, 
The  newcomer  population  was  younger  than  the  long  time 
resident  population  with  a  concentration  of  household 
heads  between  14  and  44  years  old. 
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TABLE  13 

MEDIAN  AGE  COMPARISONS 
CENTER,  NORTH  DAKOTA,  AND  THE  UNITED  STATES 


Group 
Center: 


North  Dakota 
United  States: 


Total  Population 
Long  Time  Residents 
Newcomers 

Total  Population 
Rural  Population 


Median  Age 

19. 32^ 
23. 25^ 
13.60^ 
26.40b 
28.10^ 
27.90*^ 


This  figure  is  the  median  age  for  all  members  of  households 
in  this  group  responding  to  the  Household  Survey  in  Center. 

U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  1970  Census  of  Population; 
Characteristics  of  the  Population,  United  States  Summary 
(Washington,'  D.C. :   U.S.  Government  Printing  Office, 
1973) ,  p.  1-310. 


TABLE  14 

AGE  DISTRIBUTION  OF  HOUSEHOLD  HEADS 
CENTER  AND  THE  UNITED  STATES 


Age  Categories 


14-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45-64 
65  car  over 

TOTAL^ 


Percentage  of  Household  Heads 


United^ 

Center 

States 

Long  Time 

Total 

Residents 

Newconers 

Population 

2.1 

10.0 

4.4 

8.4 

27.1 

45.0 

32.4 

20.5 

18.8 

15.0 

17.6 

16.8 

35.4 

30.0 

33.8 

34.5 

16.7 



11.8 

19.9 

100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


^Totals  may  not  add  to  100.0  percent  because  of  rounding. 

U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  Consumer  Incane:  Hpusdiold  Money  Incone 
in  1973  and  Selec±ed  Social  and  Eooncmic  Characteristics  of  House- 
holds (Washington,  D.C:  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  1974),  p.  2. 
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The  age  distribution  for  newcomers  is  significant  in  that 
the  great  majority  (70  percent)  of  these  household  heads 
were  of  the  ages  generally  associated  with  child-bearing 
and  child-rearing.   The  households  which  these  people  head 
are  usually  larger  and  younger  and  will  therefore  demand 
more  in  housing,  schools,  and  community  services  than  older 
households.   In  support  of  this,  70  percent  of  these 
newcomer  household  heads  lived  in  households  of  four  or 
more  persons . 

Table  15  compares  the  age  distribution  of  all  household 
members--long  time  residents,  newcomers,  and  the  total 
population — for  Center  and  for  the  U.S.  population. This  table 
reiterates  the  comparative  youth  of  the  Center  population. 


TABLE  15 

AGE   DISTRIBUTION 
CENTER   AND    THE    UNITED    STATES 


Percentage  of 

Residents 

Uhited^ 

Age  Categories 

Center 

States 

long  Time 

Ibtal 

Residents 

N»«xmers 

Peculation 

Urder  15 

37.8 

51.8 

42.2 

28.4 

15-^19 

9.7 

4.8 

8.2 

9.4 

20-24 

3.2 

6.0 

4.1 

8.1 

25-34 

15.7 

21.7 

17.5 

12.2 

35-44 

9.7 

7.2 

9.0 

11.4 

45-54 

6.5 

6.0 

6.3 

11.5 

55-64 

9.7 

2.4 

7.5 

9.1 

65  or  over 

7.6 

5.2 

9.9 

TOTAL 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


^Dotals  may  not  add  to  100.0  percent  because  of  rounding. 


U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  1970  Census  of  Population:     Character- 
istics of  the  Population,  United  States  Svirnnary   (Washington,  D.C.: 
U.S.  Goverrment  Printing  Office,  1973) ,  p.   1-263. 
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3.   Education 

The  Center  population  was  well  educated  in  comparison  with 
the  total  north  Dakota  population  and  that  of  the  United 
States.   The  proportion  of  Center's  adult  population  which 
had  not  graduated  from  high  school  was  much  smaller  than 
that  for  the  state  or  for  the  United  States  as  a  whole. 
At  the  same  time,  the  proportion  of  the  Center  population 
which  has  graduated  from  a  college  or  university  was 
smaller  than  the  proportion  for  the  United  States  as  a 
whole.   Table  16  shows  educational  attainment  differences 
among  Center  residents  (long  time  residents  and  newcomers) , 
North  Dakota  residents,  and  the  total  U.S.  population. 

Newcomers  to  Center  manifested  a  somewhat  different  pattern 
of  educational  attainment  than  did  the  long  time  residents. 
Fewer  newcomers  than  long  time  residents  had  less  than 
a  high  school  diploma,  but  about  the  same  porportion  for 
each  group  had  college  experience.   This  may  simply 
reflect  a  national  trend  toward  getting  a  minimum  of  12 
years  of  schooling.   This  is  supported  by  the  fact  that 
the  newcomers  to  Center  were,  as  a  group,  younger  than 
the  long  time  resident  population.   The  newcomers  to  Center 
were  similar  with  respect  to  educational  attainments 
to  newcomer  construction  workers  in  all  of  the  currently 
affected  study  communities. 

Table  17  shows  educational  attainments  of  household  heads, 
and  the  pattern  is  similar  to  that  for  the  total  adult  popu- 
lation.  Newcomer  household  heads  usually  finished  high 
school,  but  went  onto  college  less  frequently  than 
time  residents.   It  is  also  significant  that  one-fifth 
of  the  newcomers  have  had  some  vocational-technical 
training. 


TABLE  16 

EDUCATIONAL  ATTAINMENTS^ 
(HIGHEST  GRADE  COMPLETED) 
CENTER,  NORTH  DAKOTA  AND  UNITED  STATES 


17 


Percentage  of  Residents 

> 

Center 

North 
Dakota 

49.7 

Unit-pd 
States^ 

Less  than 
High  School 
Graduation 

long  Time 
Residents 

37.0 

Newconers 
13.9 

Total 
Population 

30.5 

47.7 

High  School 
Graduate 

32.6 

50.0 

37.5 

27.6 

31.1 

Sane  College 

14.1 

16.7 

14.8 

14.3 

10.6 

College  Graduate 

6.5 

4.7 

5.2 

6.1 

Sane  Graduate 
School 

Mvanced  Eiegree 

4.3 

2.8 
2.8 

3.9  ■ 
0.8 

3.2 

4.6 

Vocational- 
Technical  School 

5.4 

13.9 

7.8 

'iUlMi^ 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

^Biucational  attainttents  for  household  heads  and  spouses  are  incliided 
for  Center.  Data  for  the  United  States  and  North  Dakota  were  reported 
for  persons  25  aixl  over.  Because  of  the  method  of  data  analysis  for 
the  Household  Survey,  it  was  not  possible  to  present  data  for  perscais 
25  and  over  only.  Some  hDUsehold  heads  and  spouses  were  under  25,  but 
none  listed  his/her  occupation  as  " student '^  and  so  all  were  assumed  to 
heve  caipleted  their  educations.  As  a  result  of  the  procedure  of 
including  only  household  heads  and  spouses  in  this  analysis,  sane 
household  members  over  25  (2  persons)  were  left  out  ot  tne 
Center  data  presented  here. 

Tbtals  may  not  add  to  100.0  percent  because  of  rounding. 

^.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  1970  Census  of  Population:  Charater- 
istics  of  the  Population,  United  States  Sumtary  (Vfeshington,  D.C.: 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  1973),  p.  1-493,  1-494. 
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TABLE    17 

EDUCATIONAL   ATTAIMMENTS    OF    HOUSEHOLD    HEADS 
(HIGHEST    GRADE    COMPLETED) 
CENTER   AND    THE    UNITED    STATES 


PercQitage  of  Household  Heads 

Center 

l&iited, 
StateaT 

Long  Time 

Total 

Residents 

Newccmers 

Popiilation 

Less  than  High 

School  Graduaticn 

39.6 

10.0 

30.9 

39.1 

High  School 

Graduate  (4  years) 

35.4 

40.0 

36.8 

32.7 

Sane  College 

8.3 

20.0 

11.8 

13.1 

College  Graduate 

6.3 



4.4  ^ 

Seme  Graduate 

15.1 

School 

6.3 

5.0 

5.9 

Mvanced  Degree 

5.0 

1.5  J 

Vocational- 

Technical  School 

4.2 

20.0 

8.8 

TOTAL 


100.00 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


^Totals  may  not  add  to  100.0  percent  because  of  rounding. 


^J. 


S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  Ccnsumer  Inocme;     Household  Money  Inccme 


in  1973  and  Selected  Social  and  Econcmic  Characteristics  of  House- 


holxis    (Washington,  D.C. 
p.   7. 


U.S^  Government  Printing  Office,  1974) , 


4.      Occupation   and   Industry 

None  of   the  heads   of   respondent  households   in  Center  was 
unemployed.      Several    (8)    were  of   retirement  age,    and  most 
of   these     (6)  were,    in   fact,    retired.      As  might  be   expected, 
the   percentage  of  Center   residents   employed   in  construction 
industries  was  much  higher   than   that   for   the   total   U.S. 
population.      About    5.5  percent  of   employed   persons    in   the 
United   States   work   in  construction   industries'*,    while 


U.S.    Bureau  of   the  Census,    1970   Census   of   Population; 
Characteristics   of   the   Population,    United   States   Summary 
(Washington  D.C:      U.S.    Government  Printing  Office,    1973), 
p.    1-798. 
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Nearly   41  percent  of  employed  persons  in  Center  worked 
in  construction  industries.   Also,  a  larger  proportion  of 
the  working  newcomer  population  (68  percent)  than  of  the 
long  time  resident  population  (29  percent)  worked  in  the 
construction  industry. 

Table  18  shows  employment  by  occupation  and  Table  19  shows 
employment  by  industry  for  employed  Center  residents. 

TABLE  18 

OCCUPATIONS    OF   CENTER 
HOUSEHOLD    HEADS 


Percentage  of  Housdiold  Heads 


Occupation 

Construction  Ehiployment: 

Professional,  technical, 

kindred 
Supervisory 
Craftsmen  and  kindred 
Operatives  except  transport 
Laborers 

Non-Construction  Ehployment: 

Professional,  techical, 

kirdred 
Managerial 

Craftsment,  forotien,  kindred 
Operatives  except  transport 
Transport  equipnent  operatives 
Laborers,  except  farm 
Farmers,  Farm  foremen,  farm 

laborers 
Service  Wbrkers,  except  private 

household 
Private  household  warkers 
Retired 

TOTAL^ 


LDng  Time 
Residents 


29.2 


70.8 


6. 

3 

8. 

3 

12. 

5 

2. 

,1 

4. 

.2 

12. 

.5 

8. 

.3 

12. 

.5 

2, 

.1 

8, 

.3 

10, 

.4 

12 

.5 

Narocmers 


75.0 


25.0 


100.0 


5.0 

55.0 

5.0 

10.0 


5.0 

5.0 

5.0 
5.0 

5.0 

100.0 


^Tbtals  may  not  add  to  100.0  percent  because  of  rounding. 
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TABLE    19 

INDUSTRY    OF    EMPLOYED   HOUSEHOLD    HEADS' 
CENTER,    NORTH   DAKOTA 


Percentage 

of 

Employed 

Household  Heads 

long  Time 

Industry 

Residents 

Newconers 

Agricultxire,  Forestry,  Fisheries 

9.8 

5.6 

Mining 

22.0 

11.1 

Constnjcticai:  Miltnn  R.  Young 

17.1 

44.4 

Other  energy 

relaterl 

2.4 

16.7 

Non-energy 
relatedD 

12.2 

5.6 

Transportation,  Comunications, 

Utilities 

19.5 

16.7 

Retail  Trade 

2.4 

Finance,  Insurance,  Real  Estate 

2.4 

Personal  Services 

2.4 

Professional  and  Educational  Services 

9.8 

TOTAL^ 


100.0 


100.0 


^Retired  perscais  are  not  included  for  this  analysis. 

Figures  for  construction  erployment  in  this  table  vd.ll  not  agree 
exactly  with  those  reported  in  the  previous  table.     This  is  primarily 
because  sane  persons  working  on  mine  construction  reported  a  construc- 
tion occupation,  but  reported  "mining"  as  the  industry  in  which  th^ 
worked. 

^Totals  may  not  add  to  100.0  percent  because  of  rounding. 


Of   the   29   construction  worker   household  heads    interviewed 
in  Center    (both   newcomers   and   long   time  residents) ,    16 

(55   percent)    worked   in   the   construction   industry   just 
previous   to   beginning   their   current   jobs.      The  other   13 
construction  workers  had   jobs    in  other   industries.      Most 

(77   percent)    of   the   construction  workers  whose   previous 
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jobs  were  in  other  industries  were  long  time  residents. 
Similarly,  most  (69  percent)  of  the  construction  workers 
whose  previous  jobs  were  construction  jobs  were  newcomers. 
Few  of  the  household  heads  whose  previous  jobs  were  not 
in  the  construction  industry  made  drastic  changes  in  their 
occupations.   Five,  or  38  percent,  belonged  to  the  same 
occupation  group  as  before,  but  their  previous  jobs  were 
not  in  the  construction  industry.   As  an  example,  three 
nonconstruction  craftsmen   became  craftsmen  in  the  construc- 
tion industry.   The  most  significant  change  apparent  from 
the  Center  data  was  that  of  three  farm  workers  who  became 
construction  workers . 

Vftien  asked  why  the  household  head  changed  jobs, ^ the  most 
frequent  answer  given  was,  "more  satisfying  job"  (38 
percent  of  those  who  had  switched  jobs) .   Second  most 
frequent  was  the  answer,  "previous  job  terminated" 
(21  percent),  and  third  was,  "job  transfer"  (17  percent). 

It  is  significant  that  nearly  half  of  the  construction 
workers  in  Center  were  long  time  residents.   This  is  a 
higher  proportion  of  long  time  resident  construction  workers 
than  was  found  for  any  other  currently  affected  community. 
From  the  Center  data,  there  appears  to  have  been  less 
importation  of  construction  workers  for  the  building  of 
the  power  plant  than  was  true  for  the  Jim  Eridger  plant 
in  Wyoming  or  for  the  Colstrip  plant  in  Montana. 

An  interesting  difference  exists  between  newcomer  house- 
holds and  long  time  resident  households  in  that  only  12.5 
percent  of  the  newcomer  spouses  worked,  while  34  percent 
of  the  long  time  resident  spcuses  worked.   Whether  this 
is  a  reflection  of  employment  opportunities  for  newcomers 
and  the  youth  and  size  of  newcomer  families  or  a  reflec- 
tion of  the  life  style  of  these  newcomer  families  is 
unknown,  although,  for  the  other  currently  affected 
communities,  low  labor  force  participation  by  spouses  of 
newcomer  construction  workers  has  been  observed.   It  might 
be  hypothesized  from  this  and  from  the  fact  that  newcomer 
construction  vrorker  households  appeared  to  be  the  most 
transient,  that  spouses  of  nev/comer  construction  workers 
are  discouraged  from  having  jobs  because  it  might  inhibit 
their  transient  life  style. 

The  occupation  of  the  greatest  number  of  working  spouses 
was  in  the  service  area  (3  5  percent) ,  another  29  percent 
worked  in  professional  and  technical  fields,  18  percent 
were  clerical  workers,  and  the  rest  were  either  sales- 
persons or  farm  workers.   Table  20  shows  the  distribution 
of  these  workers  by  industry. 
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TABLE  20 

INDUSTRY  OF  EMPLOYED  SPOUSES 
CENTER,  NORTH  DAKOTA 


Percentage  of 
Industry  Working  Spouses 

Agriculture,  Forestry,  Fisheries  5.9 

Energy-related  Construction  5.9 

Transportation,  Communications,  Utilities  11.8 

Retail  Trade  3  5.3 

Finance,  Insurance,  Real  Estate  5.9 

Professional  and  Educational  Services  35.3 


TOTAL^  100.0 


Total  may  not  add  to  100.0  percent  because  of  rounding. 


5.   Income 

Household  income  in  Center  was  generally  much  higher  than 
household  income  for  the  United  States  as  a  whole.   Table  21 
compares  median  annual  incomes  for  Center  and  the  United  States, 

TABLE  21 

MEDIAN  ANNUAL  HOUSEHOLD  INCOME 
CENTER  AND  THE  UNITED  STATES 


Place  Median  Income 

Center:  Total  Population  $  14,222 
Long  Time  Residents  13,500 

Newcomers  18,000 

United  States  10,512^ 


^U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  Consumer  Income:  Household 
Money  Income  in  1973  and  Selected  Social  and  Economic" 
Characteristics  of  Households  (Washington,  D.C.:  U.S. 
Government  Printing  Office,  1974) ,  p.  1. 
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Median  income  for  newcomers  and  long  time  residents  in  Center 
was  comparable  to  the  median  incomes  for  these  groups  in 
the  other  currently  affected  communities. 

Table  22  compares  annual  household  income  by  category  for 
Center  and  the  United  States. 

TABLE  22 

ANNUAL   HOUSEHOLD    INCOME 
CENTER  AND    THE    UNITED    STATES 


Incone  Category 

Less  than  $4,000 
$4,000  -  $5,999 
$6,000  -  $7,999 
$8,000  -  $9,999 
$10,000  -  $11,999 
$12,000  -  $14, 999a 
$15,000  -  $24,999^ 
$25,000  and  over^ 
No  response 

TOEAI^ 


Percentage  of  Households 


United 

Colter 

States'^ 

Long  Time 

Total 

Residents 

Newooners 

Pc^julation 

8.3 

10.0 

8.8 

17.5 

4.2 

2.9 

10.4 

4.2 

— 

2.9 

9.9 

12.5 

5.0 

10.3 

9.7 

8.3 

15.0 

10.3 

9.7 

12.5 

5.0 

10.3 

12.9 

41.8 

50.0 

44.1 

22.1 

2.1 

10.0 

4.5 

7.8 

6.3 

5.0 

5.9 



100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


Inocme  data  for  the  HDusehold  Survey  were  collected  for  $2,000 
intervals.  These  categories  do  not  match  published  U.S.  Census 
inocme  categories  exactly.  The  $12,000-$14,999  category  is  a  census 
category  which  corresponds  to  the  $12,000-$13,999  category  in  the 
HoiosehoM  Survey.  "Hie  $15,000-$24,999  category  is  a  census  category 
vdiich  corresponds  to  five  Household  Survey  categories  including 
inccmes  between  $14,000  and  $23,999.  Ihe   $25,000  and  over  category 
is  a  census  category  vMch  corresponds  to  nine  Household  Survey 
categories  including  inocrves  of  $24,000  and  over. 

Totals  may  not  add  to  100.0  percent  because  of  rounding. 

^.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  Consumer  Incone;  Haijsehold  Money  Income 
in  1973  and  Selected  Social  and  Econcmic  Characteristics  of  House- 
holds (Washington,  D.C. :  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  1974) 
p.  14. 
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As  Tables  21  and  2  2  demonstrate,  newcomers  had  significantly 
higher  incomes  that  did  long  time  residents.   This  character- 
istic (higher  income)  of  newcomers  to  towns  experiencing 
energy-related  development  can  have  important  implications 
for  the  communities  into  which  they  move.   The  newcomers 
will  bring  more  disposable  income  to  the  community,  and 
some  of  it  will  be  spent  there.   The  larger  the  community 
and  the  more  commercial  facilities  it  has,  the  greater 
will  be  its  share  of  the  newcomers'  disposable  incomes. 
Incomes  in  the  community  will  generally  increase  as  a 
result.   But  there  can  also  be  some  division  between  new- 
comers and  long  time  residents  simply  as  a  result  of  the 
income  differences.   Long  time  residents  might  resent  the 
affluence  of  the  new  residents  and  isolate  themselves  from 
them.   This  can  be  an  important  factor  in  the  isolation  and 
alienation  newcomers  can  feel  in  these  small  communities. 

Respondents  to  the  Household  Survey  in  Center  were  asked 
questions  about  their  household  expenditures ,  how  much  they 
spent  on  various  goods  and  services,  and  how  much  of  their 
spending  was  done  locally  (within  Center) .   The  ratio  of 
total  household  expenditures  to  gross  household  income  was 
.66.   The  income  unaccounted  for  by  expenditures  is  composed 
of  personal  income  taxes,  social  security  taxes,  other  pay- 
roll deductions  not  included  in  expenditures ,  and  any 
underestimation  of  expenditures  by  the  respondent.   The 
ratio  of  local  to  total  expenditures  (exclusive  of  savings) 
was  .38  in  Center.   In  other  words,  nearly  two-fifths 
of  Center  residents'  household  expenditures  w;ere  made 
locally.   This  is  not  surprising  because  Center  is  quite 
a  small  community  and  has  few  commercial  facilities.   It 
is  assumed  that  many  household  expenditures  occur  in 
Bismarck  or  Mandan,  30  miles  away.   Table  23  shows  average 
monthly  expenditures  by  category  for  Center  residents. 
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TABLE  23 

AVERAGE  HOUSEHOLD  EXPENDITURES  BY  CATEGORY 
CENTER,  NORTH  DAKOTA 


Average 

Average 

Local 

Monthly 

Monthly 

Expenditure  Category 

Expenditures 

Expenditures 

Housing 

$    90.67 

$    90.67 
b 

Utilities 

70.23 

Automobile  payments  and 

service 

98.74 

54.79 

Insurance  and  Medical 

56.25 



Groceries 

153.88 

66.33 

Amusements,  Travel  and  Other 

110.79 

19.58 

TOTAL^ 

621.95 

237.03 

^Adding  the  means  for  the  individual  expenditure  categories 
will  not  result  in  the  totals  shown.   The  totals  shown 
are  means  calculated  from  ungrouped  data  and  are  there- 
fore more  accurate  than  means  derived  by  adding  the 
individual  means. 

Utilities  expenditures  were  assumed  to  be  nonlocal. 


C.   TRANSIENCY  OF  NEWCOMERS 

More  than  half  of  the  newcomers  to  Center  came  from  other 
places  in  North  Dakota.   Another  20  percent  came  from 
South  Dakota.   Of  the  newcomers  who  came  to  Center  from 
North  Dakota,  more  than  half  came  from  towns  within  35 
miles  of  Center. 

Most  of  the  newcomers  exhibited  a  pattern  of  frequent 

changes  of  residence.   Three-fourths  of  them  had  lived 

at  their  previous  places  of  residence  for  5  years  or  less. 

Although  the  newcomers  (three-fourths  of  whom  were  construc- 
tion workers)  exhibited  a  pattern  of  relative  transiency, 
they  tended  to  do  so  within  a  fairly  small  geographical 
area.   Fully  three-quarters  of  them  listed  their  previous 
residences  as  places  in  either  North  or  South  Dakota. 
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When  newcomers  were  asked  why  they  moved  to  Center,  more 
than  half  gave,  "job  opportunities"  as  the  reason.   In 
fact,  90  percent  of  the  newcomers  gave  job-related  reasons 
for  moving  to  Center.   The  other  10  percent  indicated  that 
they  moved  to  the  town  to  be  close  to  their  families. 

All  respondents  were  asked  what  plans  they  had  for  staying 
in  the  area.   Newcomers  were  more  reluctant  to  indicate 
plans  to  settle  down  in  Center  than  were  long  time  residents. 
Newcomers  more  frequently  indicated  that  their  plans  for 
staying  were  contingent  on  work  availability.   Table  24 
demonstrates  the  differences  in  plans  for  staying  in 
Center  between  long  time  residents  and  newcomers. 

TABLE  24 

PLANS  FOR  STAYING  IN  AREA 
CENTER  RESIDENTS 


Percentage  of  Residents 

Plans 

Settle  down  here 

Stay  as  long  as  work  is  available 

Uncertain 

Leave  at  retirement 

Other 

TOTAL^  100.0        100.0 


Long  Time 

Residents 

Newcomers 

77.1 

15.0 

12.5 

65.0 

4.2 

10.0 

2.1 

5.0 

4.2 

5.0 

Totals  may  not  add  to  100.0  percent  because  of  rounding, 


This  is  a  pattern  to  be  found  among  newcomers  in  all  of  the 
currently  affected  communities  studied,  although   it  is  not 
as  extreme  in  the  other  currently  affected  communities   as 
it  is  in  Center.   Newcomers  in  these  towns  may  be  part  of 
a  highly  mobile  group  of  people  whose  changes  of  residence 
depend  entirely  on  their  jobs.   It  may  be  that  they  spend 
their  lives  moving  from  town  to  town,  and  never  really 
become  integrated  into  any  community.   If  this  is  so,  it 
has  important  implications  for  the  communities  into  which 
they  move  in  terms  of  social  impact  problems .   In  Rock 
Springs,  for  instance,  the  mental  health  center's  case 
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5 
load  has  increased  substantia  1!^,  and  most  of  its  new  cases 

were  long  time  residents  who  were  having  difficulty  coping 
with  the  drastic  changes  brought  about  by  the  influx  of 
huge  numbers  of  newcomers.   Indications  are  that  the  new- 
comers are  quite  resilient,  frequent  changes  of  residence 
having  become  a  way  of  life  for  them.   The  isolation  and 
alienation  of  newcomers  may  remain  a  problem,  but  it  is 
not  as  severe  as  the  anomic  situation  into  which  long 
time  residents  are  plunged  when  faced  with  the  enormous 
changes  in  their  way  of  life  that  have  been  brought  about 
by  large  construction  projects. 


D.   COMMUNITY  INTEGRATION 

A  question  aimed  at  finding  indications  of  the  extent  of 
isolation  of  newcomers  in  the  community  was  asked  in  the 
Household  Survey.   Respondents  were  asked  to  rank  the 
three  places  where  they  met  most  of  their  friends  in  terms 
of  their  importance  as  sources  of  social  contact.   In 
answering  this  question  newcomers  showed  a  heavier  reliance 
on  work,  local  bars,  and  their  neighborhoods  than  did  long 
time  residents.   Long  time  residents  relied  more  on  church, 
clubs,  and  relatives  than  did  newcomers.   Table  25  contrasts 
sources  of  friends  for  nev/comers  and  long  time  residents 
in  Center . 

These  data  offer  more  support  for  the  hypothesis  that 
newcomers  to  Center  were  somewhat  isolated  socially, 
depending  on  others  in  the  same  group  (co-workers)  or 
on  non-community  participation  oriented  sources  (bars) 
for  social  contact.   Long  time  residents,  on  the  other 
hand,  relied  more  on  church  and  clubs  than  did  the 
newcomers . 


5 
The  Southwest  Counseling  Service,  the  mental  health 
clmic  m  Rock  Springs,  reported  an  increase  of  885 
percent  m  its  caseload  over  the  past  5  years. 
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TABLE  2  5 

SOURCES  OF  SOCIAL  CONTACT 

NEWCOMERS  VS.  LONG  TIME  RESIDENTS 

CENTER,  NORTH  DAKOTA^ 


Percentage 

of  Residents 

Long  Time 

Source 

Residents 

Newcomers 

Work 

40.4 

70.0 

Church 

48.9 

20.0 

Bars 

16.7 

35.0 

Clubs  and  Community  Activities 

31.9 

20.0 

Recreation 

17.0 

25.0 

Relatives 

17.0 

5.0 

Neighborhood 

59.6 

85.0 

School 

29.8 

20.0 

Other 

19.1 

20.0 

^Respondents  were  asked  to  list  the  three  most  important 
sources  of  social  contacts ,  so  percentages  add  to  more 
than  100. 


E.   SATISFACTION  V7ITH  SERVICES 

Respondents  in  Center  were  asked  to  indicate  the  level 
of  satisfaction  or  dissatisfaction  they  felt  with  many  of 
the  services  provided  in  the  community,  including  law 
enforcement,  fire  protection,  utilities,  garbage  collec- 
tion, streets  and  roads,  medical  services,  entertainment, 
shopping  facilities,  schools,  and  housing.   This  question 
served  to  provide  subjective  measures  of  the  adequacy 
of  public  facilities  which  could  be  com.pared  with  the 
capital  facilities  data  collected  at  the  time  of  the 
Household  Survey  in  order  to  determine  how  respondents ' 
perceptions  of  the  adequacy  of  public  facilities  accord  with 
an  objective  evaluation  of  services  and  facilities.   This 
provides  a  measure  of  the  respondents*  satisfaction  with 
living  in  the  community.   In  Center,  long  time  residents 
tended  to  be  satisfied  with  services  more  frequently  than 
did  newcomers.   Several  reasons  for  this  can  be  hypothe- 
sized.  One  reason  could  be  that  newcomers  have  lived  in 
other  communities  recently,  and  those  communities  might 
be  larger  and  provide  better  services  than  Center.   These 
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newcomers  would  have  high  expectations  of  community  services, 
and  in  their  eyes.  Center  would  suffer  by  comparison  with 
their  old  communities.   Another  reason  might  be  that  new- 
comers can  be  somewhat  excluded  by  long  time  residents,  and 
as  a  result  of  feeling  alienated  from  the  community,  Ccui 
be  more  critical. 

There  is  one  notable  exception  to  these  statements .   Long 
time  residents  were  more  dissatisfied  with  law  enforcement 
than  newcomers  were.   However,  this  exception  is  part  of 
the  pattern,  too.   When  a  community  grows  rapidly,  the 
original  residents  frequently  develop  fear  and  distrust  of 
the  many  new  people  in  town.   They  can  feel  that  their 
life  style  is  threatened  by  the  presence  of  so  many  strangers, 
This  fear  easily  becomes  manifest  in  increased  expectations 
and  demands  on  law  enforcement  agencies.   The  capital 
facilities  data,  presented  in  the  Appendix,  indicate  that 
the  Center  police  department  was  adequate;  yet  3  3  percent 
of  the  long  time  residents  felt  dissatisfied  with  law 
enforcement.   Only  15  percent  of  the  newcomers  indicated 
dissatisfaction  with  law  enforcement. 

Table  26  contrasts  the  satisfactions/dissatisfactions 
felt  by  newcomers  and  long  time  residents  of  Center. 

According  to  data  collected  on  Center's  capital  facilities, 
there  were  serious  problems  with  the  adequacy  of  the 
sewer  system,  solid  waste  disposal,  and  medical  facilities. 
There  was  little  commercial  activity  in  the  town,  so 
shopping  and  entertainment  facilities  in  other  towns  must 
be  used.   There  was  also  a  severe  housing  shortage. 

Higher  income  households  tended  to  be  less  satisfied  with 
services  than  did  lower  income  households.   Of  the  res- 
ponses from  households  with  annual  incomes  of  less  than 
$12,000,  68.5  percent  were,  "satisfied"  or  "very  satisfied" 
and  31.5  percent  were,  "dissatisfied"  or  indicated, 
"no  service". 6   For  households  with  annual  incomes  of 
$12,000  or  more,  53.6  percent  of  the  responses  were, 
"satisfied"  or  "very  satisfied"  and  46.4  percent  were, 
"dissatif ied"  or  "no  service".   The  same  tendency  held 
true  when  the  responses  to  this  question  were  analyzed 
according  to  education.   The  more  education  the  head  of 
the  household  had,  the  more  likely  the  respondent  was  to 
indicate  dissatisfaction  with  services.   Respondent 
households  where  the  head  had  a  college  degree  or  more 


"Uncertain"  responses  were  not  included  for  these  analyses, 
The  intention  was  to  compare  satisfaction  and  dissatisfac- 
tion among  respondents  according  to  education  and  income 
characteristics  to  determine  if  these  characteristics 
could  have  a  bearing  on  their  answers. 
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education  gave,  "satisfied"  or  "very  satisfied"  answers 
53  percent  of  the  time,  and  "dissatisfied",  "very  dissatis- 
fied", or  "no  service"  answers  46.9  percent  of  the  time. 
For  households  with  heads  having  less  than  a  college 
degree,  62.2  percent  of  the  responses  were,  "satisfied" 
and  "very  satisfied",  37.8  percent  were,  "dissatisfied", 
"very  dissatisfied",  or  "no  service". 

Center  appears  to  be  better  adjusted  to  growth  than  other 
currently  affected  communities,  at  least  according  to  the 
data  presented  here.   Newcomers  were  somewhat  more  criti- 
cal of  services  than  long  time  residents,  but  not  extremely 
so.   Their  complaints  seemed  to  reflect  the  actual  situation 
fairly  realistically.   This  hypothesis  will  be  further 
investigated  in  the  sections  on  the  attitudes  of  newcomers 
and  long  time  residents  and  in  the  final  portion  of  this 
report  which  discusses  the  findings  of  the  Community 
Survey . 
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TABLE    26 

SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION   WITH 
COMMUNITY   FACILITIES 
CENTER   RESIDENTS^ 


Percentage  of  Residents 


Service 


Law  Enforcorvent: 


Fire  Protection: 


Water: 


Se^er: 


Garbage  Collection: 


Streets  and  Roads: 


Tong  Time 
Residents 

NewDcmers 

Satisfied 
Dissatisfied 
(or  No  Service)^ 

48.0 
33.0 

60.0 
15.0 

Satisfied 
Dissatisfied 
(or  No  Service) 

87.5 
6.3 

45.0 
10.0 

Satisfied 
Dissatisfied 
(or  No  Service) 

79.0 
16.7 

75.0 
15.0 

Satisfied 
Dissatisfied 
(or  No  Service) 

87.5 
10.4 

85.0 

Satisfied 
Dissatisfied 
(or  No  Service) 

75.0 
20.8 

55.0 
30.0 

Satisfied 
Dissatisfied 
(or  No  Service) 

83.3 
14.6 

35.0 
45.0 
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F.  HOUSING  PREFERENCES 

Almost  84  percent  of  the  respondents  to  the  Household 
Survey  in  Center  ovmed  or  were  buying  their  homes .   Sixteen 
percent  were  renters.   Newcomers  were  homeowners  less 
frequently  than  long  time  residents  were.   Nearly  90 
percent  of  the  long  time  residents  v/ere  homeowners,  while 
only  68  percent  of  the  newcomers  were.   Most  respondents 
(81  percent)  lived  in  single  family  homes.   Table  27 
shows  in  more  detail  the  distribution  of  respondent  house- 
holds among  housing  types. 

TABLE  27 

TYPE  OF  DWELLING  LIVED  IN 
CENTER,  NORTH  DAKOTA 


Percentage  of  Households 

Long  Tiine 

'mtal 

Excelling  Type 

Residents 

Norcaners 

Population 

Single  Family: 

2  bedroons 

25.0 

5.0 

19.1 

3  bedroons 

52.1 

25.0 

44.1 

4  bedrooms 

10.4 

10.0 

10.3 

5  bedroons 

8.3 

5.9 

other 

5.0 

1.5 

Apartment 

2.1 

15.0 

5.9 

Mobile  Hcrae 

2.1 

40.0 

13.2 

TOTAL  100.0       100.0        100.0 


As  the  table  shows,  a  much  larger  proportion  of  newcomers 
than  of  long  time  residents  lived  in  mobile  homes  and  apart- 
ments.  However,  most  respondents  (including  mobile  home 
dv/ellers)  were  satisfied  with  their  present  dwellings. 
Of  the  19  percent  who  were  dissatisfied,  most  (69  percent) 
were  living  in  single  family  homes.   When  asked  what  type 
of  housing  they  would  prefer  to  live  in,  most  dissatisfied 
respondents  (9  2  percent)  said  they  would  like  to  live  in 
"other  single  family"  housing.   When  asked  why  they  were 
not  living  in  the  preferred  type  of  housing,  dissatified 
respondents  most  frequently  (62  percent  of  the  time)  gave, 
"too  expensive"  as  the  reason.   Other  answers  included, 
"unavailable",  "respondent  new  to  the  community",  and 
"uncertain  about  location". 
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G.   ATTITUDES  OF  LONG  TIME  RESIDENTS  ABOUT  EFFECTS  OF 
PROJECT 

Long  time  residents  in  Center  were  asked  a  few  questions 
about  how  they  felt  about  the  effects  which  the  construction 
of  the  second  unit  of  the  Milton  R.  Young  power  plant  was 
having  on  the  town  and  its  residents.   Their  responses 
to  those  questions  were  mostly  positive.   When  asked  whether 
the  effects  of  the  project  were  the  same,  better,  or  worse 
than  they  expected,  only  five  respondents,  or  10.4  percent, 
answered  "worse".   Most  (60.4  percent)  answered,  "the 
same",  and  29.2  percent  answered,  "better".   The  reasons 
given  most  frequently  for  thinking  the  effects  were  better 
than  expected  were,  "improved  community  facilities", 
"increased  population",  and  "financial  benefits". 

When  asked  whether  they  were  glad  or  unhappy  that  the 
construction  project  was  there  at  all,  a  great  majority  of 
respondents  (85.4  percent)  said  they  were  glad.   The  most 
frequently  given  reason  was,  "improved  community  facilities" 
(39.0  percent  of  those  who  were  glad).   Second  most  fre- 
quently mentioned  was  "job  opportunities"  with  36.5  percent 
of  the  responses. 

Only  three  respondents  (6.3  percent)  said  they  were  unhappy 
the  project  came.^  All  of  these  respondents  had  lived  in 
Center  for  more  than  20  years,  and  probably  saw  the  way  of 
life  that  had  been  theirs  for  so  long  threatened  by  the 
project  and  the  growth. 


H.   ATTITUDES  OF  NEWCOMERS  ABOUT  LIVING  IN  CENTER 

Most  newcomers  to  Center  came  there  for  job-associated 
reasons,  e.g.,  a  job  transfer,  or  because  jobs  were  avail- 
able there.   Fully  90  percent  of  the  newcomers  originally 
came  for  these  reasons.   These  newcomers  were  given  a  list 
of  18  words  (see  Household  Survey  questionnaire  in  the 
Appendix)  and  asked  to  select  the  two  or  three  words  which 
they  felt  best  described  the  community.   Some  of  the  words 
had  positive  connotations,  some  were  negative,  and  some 
were  descriptive,  but  in  themselves  could  not  be  classified 
as  positive  or  negative.   Positive  words  ("easy",  "happy", 
"fiendly",  "relaxed")  were  chosen  40  percent  of  the  time, 
negative  words  ("lonely",  "dull",  "unfriendly",  "expensive") 
were  chosen  49  percent  of  the  time,  and  neutral  words 
("impersonal",  "conservative",  "slow-moving")  were  chosen 
11  percent  of  the  time.   The  most  frequently  chosen  words 
were  "dull",  "friendly",  and  "expensive". 


7 
Another  eight  percent  of  the  long  tim.e  resident  respondents 

gave  no  opinion  in  response  to  this  question. 
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Respondents  were  then  asked  to  name  the  things  they  liked 
most  about  living  in  Center.   Most  often  mentioned  were 
job-related  factors.   Over  thirty  percent  of  the  responses 
concerned  the  respondents'  jobs.   However,  the  most  fre- 
quently mentioned  single  answer  was  "rural  atmosphere" 
(another  30  percent  of  the  responses) . 

When  asked  what  they  liked  least  about  living  in  Center, 
the  most  frequently  mentioned  category  of  responses  was 
recreation  and  entertainment  opportunities.   Over  37  percent 
of  the  responses  concerned  lack  of  recreation  (especially 
for  children) .   The  second  most  frequently  mentioned 
complaints  were,  "unfriendly  people"  (26  percent  of  the 
responses)  and,  "inadequate  community  facilities"  (26  percent) 


IV.  COMMUNITY  SURVEY 


A.  METHODOLOGY  AND  PROCEDURES 

Although  the  primary  objectives  of  the  CONSTRUCTION  WORKER 
PROFILE  had  to  do  with  the  gathering  and  processing  of 
large  quantities  of  data  necessary  in  assessing  the  socio- 
economic impacts  of  large-scale  construction  projects, 
it  was  felt  that  there  were  important  issues  not  dealt  with 
in  the  Project  and  Household  Surveys  which  warranted  some 
attention.   These  had  to  do  with  the  effects  of  large 
construction  projects  on  individuals  and  on  the  institu- 
tional and  social  structures  of  their  communities. 
These  questions  are  many  times  more  difficult  than  most 
of  the  descriptive  and  simple  analytic  problems  dealt  with 
in  the  Project  and  Household  Surveys.   However,  comprehen- 
sive theoretical  models  to  deal  with  these  phenomena  are 
so  highly  generalized  as  to  be  of  little  guidance.   As 
a  consequence  of  this,  the  relevant  empirical  literature 
is  more  a  collection  of  case  studies  than  a  generalized 
set  of  hypotheses  and  quantified  relationships  that  would 
help  assess  the  social  effects  of  rapid  growth  on  indivi- 
duals and  groups. 

Although  the  complexity  and  difficulty  of  the  task  were 
apparent,  it  was  felt  that  these  questions  were  sufficiently 
important  that  a  modest  effort  be  made  in  each  of  three 
communities  to  assess  the  personal  and  social  consequences 
of  construction  activity.   Center  and  Langdon,  North 
Dakota,  and  Rock  Springs,  Wyoming,  were  the  communities 
included  in  this  section  of  the  study.   Reports  on  the 
Community  Survey  findings  for  Langdon  and  Rock  Springs 
appear  in  the  Community  Reports  for  those  towns. 
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Ethnographic  methods  of  direct  and  participant  observa- 
tion were  utilized  by  field  researchers.   A  social  scientist 
lived  in  Center  for  about  2  weeks,  and,  in  the  course 
of  living  there,  used  community  facilities,  met  residents, 
and  conducted  informal  interviews.   Use  was  made  of 
available  written  materials  from  the  community,  including 
institutional  records  (e.g.,  arrest  reports,  welfare  case- 
loads, city  budgets,  etc.),  daily  newspapers,  telephone 
directories,  and  Chamber  of  Commerce  or  other  promotional 
material.   Secondary  resources,  primarily  U.S.  Census 
information,  previous  research  reports,  planning  documents, 
and  other  governmental  dociiments  were  also  helpful. 

The  people  living  in  the  community  from  whom  information 
was  sought  included  newcomers  to  the  community,  long  time 
residents,  and  institutional  representatives  (i.e.,  persons 
in  positions  of  responsibility  in  government,  education, 
social  services,  business,  religion,  and  recreation). 
These  individuals  were  questioned  with  respect  to  social 
changes  (i.e.,  changes  in  the  forms  and  patterns  of  social 
life)  and  cultural  changes  (i.e.,  changes  in  the  content 
of  social  life — the  beliefs,  norms,  and  values  of  the  commun- 
ity.)  The  methods  used  to  obtain  information  combined 
the  loose  structure  of  ethnography  with  the  more  rigid 
structure  of  traditional  survey  techniques  appropriate 
to  the  complexity  of  the  phenomena  being  investigated. 
Without  some  consistent  use  of  structured  questionnaires, 
it  was  felt  that  little  more  could  be  gained  than  the 
researchers'  impressions  of  what  was  happening  to  the 
community  and  its  residents.   Copies  of  both  the  Indivi- 
dual Interview  Schedule  and  the  Institutional  Representa- 
tive Interview  Schedule  are  in  the  Appendix. 

This  section  of  the  Community  Report  for  Center  will  dis- 
cuss first  the  history  and  sociological  profile  of  the 
town.   A  discussion  of  the  construction  of  the  Milton  R. 
Young  plant  will  follow;  and  finally  the  impact  of  the 
project  on  persons  and  institutions  and  their  responses 
will  be  reported.   This  report  focuses  on  the  situation 
existing  in  Center  during  the  summer  of  1975,  the  time 
during  which  the  Community  Survey  took  place. 

B.  COflMUNITY  HISTORY  AND  SOCIOLOGICAL  PROFILE 

1.  Historical  Sketch 

Prior  to  1967,  Center,  North  Dakota,  was  probably  known 
to  fev/  people  outside  of  Oliver  County ,  North  Dakota. 
Centor,  with  an  estimated  population  of  900  in  1975,  is 
the  county  seat  of  this  small  central  North  Dakota  rural 
county,  and  is  its  only  significant  town.   The  town  lies 
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amid  gently  rolling  hills  in  a  primarily  agricultural 
region.   Center  was  settled  in  the  late  19th  century 
and  was  incorporated  as  a  town  in  the  early  part  of  this 
century.   It  has  never  had  much  claim  to  fame  beyond  a 
memorable  flood  of  1966  and  the  stories  of  Hazel  Miner, 
a  brave  young  girl  who  gave  her  life  to  save  her  brother 
and  sister  during  a  1920  blizzard. 

Integral  to  an  understanding  of  this  town  is  an  understand- 
ing of  its  geographic  position  and  its  residents'  response 
to  that  geography.   Center  lies  approximately  40  miles 
northwest  of  the  twin  cities  of  Bismarck  and  Mandan,  which 
have  a  combined  population  of  50,000.   In  a  rural  state 
such  as  North  Dakota,  people  think  nothing  of  driving 
4  0  miles  regularly  to  shop,  recreate,  visit  friends,  and 
so  forth.   Thus,  Center  has  never  been  able  to  develop 
any  significant  commercial  activity.   It  has  served  as 
a  centrally  located  agricultural  service  center  for  farmers, 
a  county  seat,  and  a  retirement  community  for  those  same 
farmers . 

Over  half  the  labor  force  of  Oliver  County  worked  and 
always  have  worked  in  agriculture;  state  and  local  govern- 
ment employees  made  up  the  only  other  sizable  segment  of 
the  work  force  until  recently.   Over  the  years,  however, 
the  number  of  agricultural  workers  has  been  steadily 
decreasing,  both  absolutely  and  as  a  percentage  of  the 
work  force . 

Even  in  a  rural  state, ^  Center  and  Oliver  County  stand  out 
as  sparsely  populated.  Oliver  County's  729  square  miles 
is  about  half  the  size  of  the  average  North  Dakota  county, 
and  its  population  of  2322  is  about  one-fifth  the  average 
county's  population.  This  yields  a  density  of  3.2  persons 
per  square  mile,  compared  to  the  statewide  average  density 
of  8.7  persons  per  square  mile. 

Mining  is  not  entirely  new  to  Oliver  County:   some  coal 
mining  took  place  in  the  area  even  in  the  early  1900 's, 
and  not  long  ago,  the  area  was  the  subject  of  speculation 
and  leasing  activity  by  oil  shale  extractors.   (The  leases 
were  not  acted  upon,  however.) 

The  estimated  current  population  of  900,  boosted  by  the 
current  wave  of  mining  and  power  plant  construction, 
represents  a  significant  increase  from  the  619  figure  of 


North  Dakota  is  the  eighth  most  sparsely  populated  state 
in  the  United  States. 
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1970,  and  the  476  figure  of  1960.    However,  residents 
claimed  that  prior  to  the  current  wave  of  development, 
the  population  dipped  to  350  or  300  during  the  mid-sixties. 
If  that  story  is  correct,  it  supports  those  who  argue  that, 
prior  to  the  current  wave  of  energy  extraction,  Center 
was  a  dying  community. 

2.   Sociological  Profile 

a.   Cultural  Definitions 

The  culture  of  a  community  is  composed  of  its  beliefs 
(definitions  about  what  is) ,  norms  (definitions  about  what 
is  right  and  wrong) ,  and  values  (definitions  about  what 
is  important).   In  Center,  the  cultural  definitions  were 
not  unlike  those  that  still  predominate  in  rural  America, 
but  are  foreign  to  many  urbanites. 

The  social  world  of  Centerites  is  narrow  and  circumscribed: 
one  hears  the  same  stories  over  and  over,  in  minute  detail, 
and  eventually  concludes  that  a  small  community  has  a  small 
repertoire  of  social  facts ,  which  are  widely  shared  and 
oft  repeated.   This  inward  facing  stance,  with  limited 
input  from  the  outside,  produces  a  rather  homogeneous 
population,  at  least  in  comparison  to  urban  communities. 

People  in  Oliver  County  are  close  to  the  land,  whether 
they  are  farmers  or  not,  and  the  land  is  a  very  personal 
thing  to  them.   For  instance,  for  travelling  country  roads 
to  visit  a  farmer,  directions  are  given  in  terms  of  so 
many  miles  past  so-and-so's  farm,  where  one  must  turn  and 
go  past  another  farmer's  land.   These  pieces  of  land  have 
been  in  the  same  families  for  generations  and  com.e  to  be 
referred  to  as  so-and-so's  land,  even  when  their  ownership 
or  use  does  change.   As  mentioned  earlier,  people  think 
nothing  of  driving  great  distances  to  satisfy  social  needs. 
Thus,  while  they  have  made  their  imprint  on  particular 
local  places,  their  way  of  dealing  with  distances  and  miles 
is  a  special  one.   At  the  same  time  that  many  people  may 
go  to  Bismarck  or  Mandan  regularly,  there  are  people  whose 
entire  lives  are  lived  out  in  Oliver  County  and  the  few 
surrounding  counties.   Many  residents  have  limited  experience 


9 
Testimony  by  John  O'Leary,  Criminal  Justice  Planner, 

Lewis  and  Clark  Resource  Conservation  and  Development 
District  before  North  Dakota  legislative  committe  on 
February  7,  1974,  cited  in  IMAGE:   Attitude  Survey, 
Oliver  County,  North  Dakota,  Dr.  F.  Charles  Humphrey, 
Cooperative  extension  service.  North  Dakota  State  Univer- 
sity, February,  1974. 
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with  outside  systems  and  bureaucracies  and  exhibit  a 
certain  naivete  about  those  realities.   Some  of  the  older 
farmers  still  speak  only  German,  and  the  small  number  of 
German  names  repeated  often  in  the  telephone  directory 
testifies  to  the  area's  stability. 

Without  trying  to  paint  an  overly  romantic  picture  of  the 
people  of  Oliver  County,  it  must  be  said  that  for  the  most 
part  they  are  open  and  friendly,   easygoing,  and  self- 
conscious  about  their  community.   Living  in  the  isolation 
that  many  Centerites  do,  this  strong  identification  and 
healthy  pride  in  the  community  is  understandable.   One 
of  the  major  annual  traditions  is  Old  Settlers'  Day,  a 
day  on  which  people  come  from  all  over  the  state  or  farther 
to  a  town  reunion.   Everyone  signs  a  big  book,  and  residents 
boast  about  how  old  some  of  this  year's  participants  are, 
or  how  far  they  travelled  to  attend.   Residents  who  graduated 
from  high  school  twenty  years  ago  can  account  for  the 
whereabouts  of  almost  all  of  their  graduation  class. 

The  values  which  hold  sway  in  a  community  like  Center  are 

traditional  and  conservative  ones,  such  as  traditional  sex 

roles,  a  stern  morality  about  things  like  church  attendance, 

sex,  and  drinking.   Family  life  is  important,  as  is  the 

church,  and  both  have  authoritarian  structures.   As  much 

as  employment  opportunities  have  allowed,  the  population  is, 

to  repeat,  stable.   Forms  of  association  besides  churches 

and  family  links  are  clubs  and  organizations  which  are  numerous 

for  a  community  of  less  than  a  thousand  people. 

b.   Institutional  Patterns 

The  prime  governmental/political  entities  in  the  Center 
area  are  the  city  government,  the  county  government,  and 
the  school  district  (discussed  in  a  later  section) . 
Governmental  activity  in  Center,  prior  to  the  period  of 
growth,  was  not  well  developed  in  the  sense  that  salaried 
personnel  were  few  and  services  minimal.   For  instance, 
the  only  law  enforcement  in  the  entire  county  was  a  one 
person  sheriff's  department.   Now  the  city  has  a  one 
person  police  department  to  supplement  the  efforts  of 
the  sheriff.   The  county  government  has  fewer  than  a  dozen 
staff  people,  and  the  city  has  only  one  full  time  employee, 
an  auditor.   A  state's  attorney  is  consultant  to  both 
city  and  county. 

Local  governmental  services  such  as  road  maintenance,  the 
provision  of  a  water  supply,  and  sewer  facilities  are 
present.   The  fire  department  is  entirely  volunteer.   Until 
recently,  the  county  government's  function  centered  around 
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activities  like  road  maintenance.   Most  persons  serving 
in  public  office  are  elderly  (five  of  eight  elected  offi- 
cials are  over  sixty)  and  relatively  inexperienced,  and 
informality  is  the  dominant  mode  in  local  government. 

Center's  economic  activity  is  limited  to  a  handful  of 
retail  establishments  on  its  main  street  (a  few  grocery 
stores,  several  bars  and  restaurants,  one  hardware  store, 
two  service  stations,  and  one  or  two  other  shops).   As  men- 
tioned previously,  the  proximity  of  the  town  to  Bismarck 
and  Mandan  has  continually  prevented  the  development  of  a 
vital  commercial  area.   A  few  jobs  are  provided  by  these 
establishments,  as  well  as  by  governmental  entities 
(city,  county,  school  district.  Postal  Service,  Agricul- 
tural Soil  Conservation  Service) .   A  number  of  residents 
commute  to  the  cities  to  work.   Farmers  in  the  area  raise 
cattle  and  grow  small  grains  on  farms  averaging  700-800 
acres.   The  community  has  never  mounted  a  serious  or 
successful  effort  to  advertise  itself,  and  many  residents 
see  the  present  businesspeople  as  complacent  and  unwilling 
either  to  expand  or  accept  new  business  ventures. 

Educational  activity  in  Center  consists  of  the  public 
elementary  and  high  schools.   The  school  district,  re- 
organized under  state  law  in  1967,  also  serves  much  of  the 
outlying  area.   New  facilities  were  completed  in  1968. 
College  education  is  available  at  the  municipally  run 
Bismarck  Junior  College  in  Bismarck,  but  few  Center  High 
School  graduates  pursue  further  education. 

Many  people  in  Center  have  complaints  about  the  lack  of 
recreational  activities;  except  for  the  outdoorsperson 
(hunter,  fisher,  snowmobiler,  etc.)  there  are  no  organized 
recreational  facilities  for  adults.   The  school  does  its 
best  to  provide  recreation  for  children,  and  the  Lion's 
Club  pays  the  transportation  costs  to  drive  the  town's 
children  to  the  Mandan  public  swimming  pool  twice  a  week 
during  summer  months.   There  isalsoa  small  city  park. 
Then  too,  for  some  adults,  the  local  bars  constitute  the 
recreational  scene. 

Helping  services  are  minimal  in  Center.   The  county  does 
have  an  understaffed,  overworked,  badly  crowded  welfare 
department,  which  furnishes  the  fullest  range  of  services 
it  is  able  to  provide  directly  or  indirectly  through  referrals 
to  Bismarck-Mandan  agencies.   No  medical,  dental,  or  mental 
health  facilities  were  available  in  Center  itself  as  of 
summer  1975.   A  volunteer  ambulance  company  does  serve  the 
town  and  surrounding  area;  the  nearest  hospital  is  twenty 
miles  away. 


40 


C.   PROJECT  HISTORY 

1.   Background  of  the  Project 

The  history  of  coal  mining  in  the  Center  area  goes  back  at 
least  as  far  as  1927,  the  year  Montana-Dakota  Utilities 
built  the  old  Beulah  coal  electrification  plant.   The  modern 
history  of  coal  mining  and  power  production,  however, 
started  with  the  new  Basin  Electric  plant  (Leland  Olds 
Plant)  built  near  Stanton  in  1966. 

Coal  reserves  in  Oliver  County  are  just  a  part  of  what  geo- 
logists call  the  Fort  Union  coal  area  that  underlies  an 
area  encompassing  parts  of  Saskatchewan,  Montana,  Wyoming, 
and  the  Dakotas .   The  estimated  350.9  billion  tons  of 
lignite  coal  reserves  in  North  Dakota  represent  some  22 
percent  of  the  nation's  total  reserves .  ■^'^   Of  this  total, 
5.6  billion  tons  are  recoverable  through  strip  mining. 
In  addition  to  the  lignite  reserves ,  the  area  also  contains 
natural  gas  and  other  mineral  deposits  and  a  good  water 
supply  from  the  Garrison  Dam,  located  35  miles  northwest 
of  Center  on  Lake  Sakakawea.   In  Oliver  County,  the  major 
reserves  of  lignite  lie  at  the  extreme  northwest  corner 
of  the  county  (near  the  town  of  Beulah  in  Mercer  County) 
and  in  the  south  central  part  of  the  county.   The  federal 
government  currently  owns  about  2  0  percent  of  the  county's 
mineral  rights,  and  the  Burlington-Northern  railroad 
owns  another  8  percent. 

The  Milton  R.  Young  plant,  whose  impact  is  the  focus  of 
this  report,  was  named  after  North  Dakota's  U.S.  Senator 
since  1945.   The  steam-electric  generating  plant  is  being 
constructed  by  Minnkota  Power  Company.   Site  development 
of  the  first  unit  of  the  power  plant  begain  in  March, 
1967,  and  the  plant  became  operational  in  November,  1970. 
In  1974,  construction  started  on  Minnkota  II,  located 
next  to  the  first  plant,  and  it  is  this  construction 
activity  that  is  affecting  the  Center  area  today.   This 
43  8  MW  plant  is  expected  to  be  completed  and  operational 
in  1977.   The  summer,  1975,  work  force  numbered  about 
500  and  was  expected  to  peak  at  800  in  the  summer  of  1976. 
Currently,  60  full  time  and  3  part  time  workers  operate 
Minnkota  I,  and  30  workers  operate  the  Baukol-Noonan  mine, 
adjacent  to  the  plant.   The  plant  operating  force  will  be 
about  85  persons. 


Arlen  G.  Leholm,  F.  Larry  Leistritz,  and  Thor  A.  Hertsgaard, 
"Local  Impact  of  Energy  Resources  Development  in  the 
Northern  Great  Plains."   Department  of  Agricultural 
Economics,  North  Dakota  State  University,  1974,  p.  3. 
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To  put  these  two  Oliver  County  plants  in  proper  context 
requires  some  discussion  of  other  energy  extraction  and 
production  activities  occurring  or  anticipated  in  a  larger 
geographic  area.   Coal  mining  and  power  plant  construction 
are  occurring  not  only  in  Oliver  County,  but  also  in 
adjacent  Mercer,  McLean,  and  Dunn  Counties.   Depending 
upon  which  source  one  believes  and  to  which  scenario  one 
subscribes,  there  will  be  anywhere  from  six  mines  and  nine 
power  plants  to  seven  mines  and  2  5  plants  in  the  four 
county  area  by  the  year  2000.^1 

At  present,  the  area  has  six  mines  (two  in  Oliver,  three 
in  Mercer,  and  one  in  McLean  County)  and  four  stecim- 
electrif ication  plants  (three  in  Mercer  and  one  in  Oliver 
County).   Basic  Electric ' s  second  plant  near  Beulah  will 
open  this  year;   Minnkota  II  will  open  in  1977,  and  in 
1978  or  '79,  two  more  steam-electrification  plants  will 
open  in  McLean  County.   Several  gasification  plants  are 
also  proposed  for  the  area.   Today,  the  six  mines  each 
produce  about  1.5  million  tons  of  coal  annually,  and  the 
total  generating  capactiy  of  the  four  existing  plants 
is  about  63  6  MV/. 

The  context  into  which  the  Minnkota  plant  must  be  set  is 
one  of  a  35  year  period  of  continuing  construction  of 
power  plants  in  the  four  county  area.   About  half  of  the 
coal  and/or  power  companies  developing  these  facilities 
are  based  in  North  Dakota,  but  the  power  generated  will 
be  serving  consumers  in  as  many  as  eight  western  states. 

2.   Project  Entry 

Establishing  an  exact  chronological  account  of  events 
which  occurred  eight  years  or  more  ago  is  difficult,  but 
from  conversations  and  interviews  between  the  researcher 
and  Center  residents,  it  appears  that  some  people  heard 
about  the  project  as  early  as  the  late  1950' s,  while  others 
did  not  hear  of  it  until  1966.   The  most  agreed  upon  period 
to  mark  the  beginning  of  public  discussions  of  the  plant 
was  1963-64.   Visible  activity  by  energy  companies  in  the 
area  started  with  the  efforts  to  lease  land  for  coal  mining. 
Most  respondents  today  paint  a  negative  picture  of  that 
process,  although  itis  now  impossible  to  know  exactly  how 
people  felt  about  it  at  the  time  it  was  occurring.   Farmers, 
reportedly,  were  deceived;  it  is  said  that  professional 
attorneys  and  other  coal  company  agents  lied  outright  to 
farmers  about  what  was  to  happen,  put  pressure  on  farmers 


This  discussion  of  future  energy  development  activities 
is  summarized  from  the  work  of  Leholm  et_  al. ,  which 
discusses  several  scenarios  for  the  future  of  the 
four  county  area. 
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to  lease  their  land,  and  played  one  farmer  off  against 
another  by  telling  each  fanner  that  all  the  others  had 
agreed  to  lease  land  or  allow  a  transmission  line  across 
their  land,  when  in  fact,  they  hadn't.   Another  tactic 
that  is  said  to  have  been  used  was  that  of  continually 
sending  different  agents,  so  that  any  progress  a  farmer 
might  have  made  in  negotiating  with  one  agent  was  nulli- 
fied when  he  was  faced  with  a  new  agent. 

The  farmers,  many  of  whom  had  given  oil  shale  leases  on 
their  lands  earlier,  reacted  initially  as  though  nothing 
would  come  of  these  coal  leases ,  as  had  been  the  case  with 
the  oil  shale  leases;  they  assumed  they  would  get  money 
without  losing  their  land.   Thus,  they  didn't  discuss  it 
with  one  another  or  with  the  townspeople  who  would  even- 
tually be  affected  by  their  leasing  actions.   What  little 
legal  counsel  the  farmers  did  get  is  viewed  in  retrospect 
as  inadequate,  compared  to  the  sharp  city  lawyers  the 
coal  company  had  at  their  disposal.   People  now  think 
that  the  leases  were  one-sided,  favoring  the  coal  companies. 
Some  farmers  today  express  resignation:   if  the  coal 
companies  want  your  land,  they're  going  to  get  it  eventually. 

During  those  early  years  of  coal  company  activity,  people 
didn't  have  words  like  "impact,"  "ecology,"  or  "environment" 
in  their  vocabularies  in  Center,  or  anywhere  else  for  that 
matter.   Yet,  the  picture  people  got  of  the  potential 
development  was  generally  a  bright  one:   the  declining 
community  saw  only  the  benefits  that  would  come  from  the 
development.   The  tax  revenues  sounded  attractive,  as  did 
the  increase  in  business  from  new  residents  and  the 
proposed  Lake  Nelson  recreational  area.   Today,  few  people 
say  they  originally  thought  the  project  was  going  to  be 
as  extensive  as  they  now  feel  it  will  be. 

Institutional  representatives  (people  in  government,  the 
helping  services,  churches,  etc.)  had  divided  opinions  as 
to  whether  the  early  information  the  community  received 
was  either  adequate  or  timely,  but  four  of  six  repondents 
felt  the  companies  dealt  fairly  with  the  community. 

The  coal  company  and  the  plant  officials,  as  far  as  could 
be  learned,  did  not  communicate  very  much  with  the  city 
leaders,  but  did  talk  with  the  county  commissioners.   One 
respondent  concluded  that  the  companies  saw  little  that  the 
city  could  do  for  them.   A  September,  1966,  newpaper  article 
did,  however,  refer  to  a  meeting  between  city,  county,  and 
coal  company  officials. ^^   Much  later,  one  particular 


12 

The  Center  Independent,  September  17,  1966. 
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official  from  the  Minnkota  Company  did  start  meeting  with 
the  residents.   This  person,  who  started  a  dialogue  with 
the  residents  during  the  last  year  or  so,  is  viewed  in  a 
very  positive  light  by  the  residents. 

Today   there  is,  as  far  as  can  be  determined,  more  communi- 
cation between  local  government  and  the  plant  and  coal 
companies  as  work  progresses  on  the  second  Minnkota  plant. 
This  will  be  discussed  in  more  detail  later  in  this  report. 


D.   IMPACTS  AND  RESPONSES 

1.   Institutional  Impacts 

a.   Government 

Local  governing  units  are  supposed  to  be  the  articulated 
voice  of  the  corporate  community.   In  small  communities, 
the  chances  for  the  local  government  to  reflect  accurately 
what  the  community  is  and  wants  are  theoretically  greater 
since  people  are  more  homogeneous,  bureaucracies  less 
developed,  and  officials  more  accessible.   Therefore, 
observing  the  impact  of  the  Minnkota  power  plants  on  the 
city  and  county  governing  units  should  reveal  much  about 
what  the  overall  impact  on  the  community  has  been  and  how 
the  community  is  responding  to  those  impacts . 

The  basic  phenomenon  occurring  in  Center  is  that  20th 
century  municipal  services  and  community  decision-making 
processes  are  being  demanded  of  19th  century  governmental 
structures.   Interview  and  direct  observation  data  on  the 
workings  of  the  local  governments  reveal  a  pattern  of 
amateurism  and  informality  of  funtioning;   these  are  not 
in  themselves  liabilities,  except  when  they  take  the  forms 
of  1)  a  lack  of  clear-cut  policies;  2)  favoritism;  and 
3)  inadequate  understanding  of  problems  and  possible 
strategies  for  dealing  with  them. 

The  people  of  Center  now  want  an  increase  in  the  services 
the  local  governing  units  are  accustomed  to  providing, 
as  well  as  new  services  with  which  the  local  governments 
have  little  or  no  experience.   The  former  includes  basic 
traditional  municipal  functions,  such  as  provision  of  water, 
sewer  facilities,  law  enforcement,  fire  protection,  and 
street  and  road  maintenance.   These  are  very  concrete 
functions;  the  government  taxes  people  and  uses  those 
revenues  to  provide  these  services.   However,  the  new 
services/functions  demanded  of  the  city  and  county  are 
more  vague  and  cannot  be  provided  by  additional  revenues 
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alone.   They  include  such  activities  as  planning  and 
zoning,  intergovernmental  relations,  government-industry 
relations,  and  creative  taxation.   Some  of  these  activities 
are  in  areas  that  local  values  have  led  governments  to 
avoid  in  the  past  (e.g.,  planning  and  zoning,  seeking 
federal  aid) ,  while  others  are  areas  that  were  unnecessary 
in  the  past  because  of  the  small  size  of  the  community 
(e.g.,  intergovernmental  relations,  government- industry 
relations,  creative  taxation). 

Prior  to  the  surge  of  development  in  the  area,  local  govern- 
ments were  doing  an  adequate  job,  according  to  three- 
quarters  of  the  local  government  officials  (elected  and 
appointed)  with  whom  the  researcher  spoke.   Currently, 
only  55  percent  believed  the  governing  units  are  doing 
an  adequate  job,  representing  a  slight  reduction  in 
satisfaction  with  governments'  functioning.   Data  from 
the  Individual  Interviews  showed  that  most  longtimers 
felt  the  governments  had  become  more  responsive,  but 
respondents  were  divided  on  the  question  of  whether  the 
governments  had  become  more  competent.   New  people  were 
divided  on  their  satisfaction  with  the  responsiveness 
of  the  various  governments ,  and  leaned  toward  a  negative 
evaluation  of  their  competence. 

Since  the  period  of  development,  long  time  residents  have 
noticed  an  improvement  in  their  chances  to  be  part  of 
community  decision-making  and  to  hold  leadership  positions. 
At  the  same  time,  this  group  does  not  report  any  change 
in  its  actual  level  of  involvement  in  governmental  or 
political  activities.   New  people  report  general  satis- 
faction on  all  these  items:   opportunities  to  engage  in 
decision-making,  leadership  opportunities,  and  actual 
level  of  involvement. 

While  the  governing  structures  may  have  become  more  flex- 
ible, they  do  not  appear  to  have  done  well  in  responding 
to  the  problems  brought  on  by  the  growth  in  the  community; 
both  newcomers  and  long  time  residents  gave  the  govern- 
ments mixed  ratings  on  the  adequacy  of  the  response  to 
development.   A  number  of  those  surveyed  characterized  the 
governmental  response  as  a  denial  of  what  was  happening 
around  them.   Only  one-fourth  of  the  institutional  repre- 
sentatives interviewed  said  the  local  leadership  reacted 
either  responsibly  or  quickly  to  the  problems. 

Some  of  the  specific  negative  impacts  on  the  governmental 
institutions  have  been: 

1)   A  great  increase  in  the  demand  for  law  enforcement. 
One  full  time  sheriff  and  one  full  time  police 
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chief  constitute  the  entire  lav7  enforcement  capa- 
bility of  the  county  and  city.   This  leaves  no 
one  on  duty  if  one  or  both  persons  take  time  off, 
are  sick,  or  sleep.   The  police  chief  reported  191 
complaints  in  1972,  212  in  1973,  and  243  in  1974. 
He  reports  working  300  or  more  hours  per  month,  and 
the  sheriff  puts  in  at  least  that  many  hours.   There 
is  no  jail,  and  anyone  arrested  must  be  driven  to 
Mandan,  32  miles  away.   It  is  reported  that  not 
only  is  the  volume  of  lawlessness  up,  but  that 
many  newcomers  are  bringing  old  legal  problems  with 
them. 

For  the  first  time  in  13  years,  the  county  has  had 
to  convene  a  court  to  handle  the  increasing  cases. 
The  county  courthouse  really  does  not  have  the  space 
for  a  court. 


3)  County  business,  such  as  registration  of  deeds, 
is  increasing;  the  registrar  of  deeds,  who  also 
holds  three  other  county  posts  simultaneously, 
says  his  work  load  has  increased  500-600  percent 
recently. 

4)  County  roads  are  being  used  more  intensively  than 
ever.   Even  though  many  plant  workers  do  not  live 
in  Center,  they  drive  over  county  roads  to  Bismarck 
and  Mandan.   Heav^'  truck  traffic  is  also  causing 
much  more  rapid  deterioration  of  these  farm-to-market 
roads  than  in  former  years. 

5)  Though  the  city  has  increased  its  water  supply, 
the  treatment  facilities  are  now  inadequate. 

6)  The  water  tank  for  the  fire  department  is  too 
small  for  its  potential  needs. 

7)  The  city  has  no  room  to  grow  at  this  point  without 
pursuing  condemnation  proceedings  against  neigh- 
boring farmers. 

8)  Like  most  grovzing  communities,  the  city  and  county 
faced  a  tax  lag;  needs  had  to  be  met  before  addi- 
tional revenues  were  available. 

There  were  differences  of  opinion  within  the  community  as 
to  whether  some  actions  the  community  took  in  the  late 
sixties  were  directly  in  response  to  the  growth,  or  just 
happy  coincidences.   For  instance,  in  August  1968,  the  city 
paved  its  streets,  spending  some  $214,000.   About  the  same 
time,  Center  also  obtained  an  FIIA  loan  to  build  new  lagoons 
for  its  sewer  system,  drilled  two  additional  wells,  and 
expanded  utilities.   Earlier  (November  1967) ,  a  member  of 
the  school  board  wrote  to  the  state's  attorney  general  asking 
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for  information  about  the  taxing  of  coal.   In  the  eyes  of 
several  city  officials,  the  city  got  the  people,  whereas 
the  county  got  the  money  (e.g.,  from  the  state's  severence 
tax), and  now  the  city  is  having  a  hard  time  getting  the 
county  to  spend  money  for  area  problems. 


Another  level  of  government  is  the  Lewis  and  Clark  1805 
Resource  Conservation  and  Development  District,  a  ten 
county  coordinating  body,  somewhat  similar  to  a  regional 
council  of  governments.   Established  five  or  six  years 
ago  with  federal,  state,  and  county  money,  the  RC&D  is 
involved  in  all  areas  of  public  services,  except  health 
planning.   The  mayor  of  Center  sits  on  the  23  person 
governing  board  of  the  RC&D.   The  board  receives  requests 
from  constituent  areas  and  acts  accordingly  as  a  funding 
conduit.   RC&D  officials  see  Center  as  unwilling  to  try 
to  finance  needed  municipal  services ,  though  the  town 
complains  about  inadequacies.   For  their  part,  a  number 
of  Center  residents  are  skeptical  of  RC&D,  claiming  it 
does  a  lot  of  studies  and  makes  promises  it  has  yet  to  ful- 
fill.  Recently,  however,  the  Old  West  Regional  Commission 
provided  funds  through  the  RC&D  to  establish  two  staff 
positions  for  Oliver  County  for  persons  to  deal  with 
impact  problems.   The  county  now  has  an  impact  information 
specialist  and  a  land  use  analyst  (not  a  planner  per  se, 
which,  according  to  RC&D,  the  county  did  not  want).   The 
work  of  these  two  persons  started  in  July  197  5,  and 
cannot  yet  be  assessed. 

Another  possible  source  of  assistance  in  dealing  with  coal 
mining  and  power  plant  impacts  would  be  the  state  government, 
However,  residents  of  Center  and  Oliver  County  are  cautious 
in  their  assessment  of  state  assistance.   Traditionally 
such  rural  areas  have  limited  political  influence  compared 
to  the  urban  areas  of  Bismarck-Mandan  and  the  more  populous 
eastern  part  of  the  state  (Fargo,  Grand  Forks,  Jamestown) . 
They  also  traditionally  resist  state  government  interven- 
tion in  local  government  affairs  even  though  such  assistance 
is  needed. 

The  final  level  of  goverment,  the  federal  level,  offers 
another  potential  source  of  aid  for  Center.   Effective 
work  in  this  area  depends  upon  a  set  of  skills  not  readily 
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available  in  Center,  e.g.,  lobbying,  grantsmanship,  etc. 
The  mayor  won  his  office  solely  on  a  promise  to  seek 
100  percent  federal  funds,  but  he  is  now  finding  such 
funds  difficult  to  obtain.   The  city  did  successfully 
obtain  HUD  financing  for  20  units  of  housing  for  the 
elderly,  but  some  felt  that  was  not  exactly  what  the  town 
needed. 13  Some  early  dialogue  between  local  officials 
and  the  Minnkota  Company  did  lead  to  a  few  helpful  actions : 
the  company  helped  the  city  obtain  some  playground  equip- 
ment, contributed  to  the  purchase  of  a  new  ambulance,  and 
helped  on  road  repairs.   An  additional  plan  for  a  new  civic 
center  has  apparently  been  scuttled. 

One  real  disappointment  for  the  community  occurred  when 
an  important  source  of  revenue ,  the  personal  property 
tax,  was  repealed  by  the  state  legislature  in  1970.   Under 
that  tax,  the  assessment  on  the  facilities  of  the  power 
plant  would  have  been  large,  and  some  local  people  are 
convinced  the  power  companies  played  a  role  in  the  repeal 
of  that  law. 

Today,  Center's  city  government  faces  a  continuing  finan- 
cial crisis,  with  its  bonded  indebtedness  at  or  near  its 
legal  limit,  and  with  its  efforts  at  obtaining  help  pro- 
ducing little.   Residents  say  they  are  already  feeling  the 
weight  of  heavy  assessments  and  probably  would  not  be 
willing  to  tax  themselves  further. 

b.   The  Local  Economy 


Small  communities  like  Center,  which  take  pride  in  the 
qualities  of  small  town  existence,  are  faced  with  a  quandary 
when  an  economic  activity  that  threatens  that  life  style 
also  brings  with  it  a  way  to  keep  an  otherwise  declining 
community  alive.   The  economy  of  Center  and  Oliver  County 
has  always  been  based  on  agriculture,  but  as  mentioned 
earlier,  economic  trends  in  the  county  have  resulted  in 
a  reduction  in  the  number  of  farms  (from  900,  27  years 
ago,  to  about  600  now),  and  dwindling  job  opportunities 
for  young  people. 

Center  residents,  when  they  first  learned  of  the  Minnkota 
project,  saw  mainly  the  positive  aspects  of  it.   Today, 
though  they  see  the  negative  side  as  well,  they  continue 
to  see  and  reap  some  benefits  from  the  project.   Long  time 
residents,  in  the  Individual  Interviews,  indicated  mixed 
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financial  impacts  on  themselves  from  the  project:   on  the 
plus  side  has  been  the  creation  of  new  jobs  and  compensa- 
tion to  farmers  for  their  land;  on  the  minus  side  has  been 
the  loss  of  farmers'  land,  the  entry  of  nontaxpayers ,  and 
the  rising  cost  of  housing.   Not  only  has  the  plant  meant 
jobs  for  young  people  entering  the  job  market  (five  of  the  last 
seven  hired  at   the  plant  were  Center  High  School  graduates, 
and  while  only  10  percent  of  the  class  of  '53  is  still 
around,  almost  all  of  the  class  of  '66  is  still  in  the 
area) ,  but  it  has  also  provided  second  jobs  for  some  men. 
Although  the  research  garnered  no  figures,  there  are  a  number 
of  farmers  who  hold  second  full  time  jobs  doing  construc- 
tion at  the  plant.   Some  other  men  use  their  vacation  time 
to  work  construction  for  high  wages. 

From  the  point  of  view  of  newcomers  to  Center,  all  who 
participated  in  the  Individual  Interviews  believed  they  had 
made  the  right  financial  decision  in  coming  to  Center: 
the  jobs  are  good,  the  pay  is  good,  and  it  has  meant  for 
some  a  chance  to  get  ahead  for  the  first  time.   The  only 
drawback  they  see  from  an  economic  point  of  view  is  the 
high  cost  of  housing. "Although  most  long  time  residents 
do  not  agree  (or  have  grown  accustomed  to  Center) ,  half  of 
the  new  people  described  the  community  as,  "expensive." 

For  some  other  new  workers,  the  experience  is  different: 
a  social  worker  told  of  new  workers  entering  the  area 
without  either  firm  job  commitments  or  housing  arrange- 
ments.  If  they  have  no  funds  to  tide  them  over,  they 
experience  real  problems.   Some  who  brought  their  families 
along  prematurely  have  been  known  to  camp  out  in  the  city 
park — a  situation  which  does  not  endear  them  to  the  permanent 
residents  I   A  bar  employee  related  that  in  just  one  day 
this  summer,  12  young  workers  asked  him  about  available 
housing. 

As  in  other  development-stricken  communities,,  housing.. is 
a  primary  problem.   Two  local  actions  have  helped  some- 
what.  First,  the  Minnkota  Comcpany  built  25  units  of  housing 
(13  single  family  units  and  three  fourplexes) .   The  more 
permanent  newcomers  have  settled  in  these  units:   four 
are  occupied  by  coal  operators  and  nine  by  plant  employees . 
Second,  a  mobile  home  park  with  60  spaces  has  been  developed. 
This  tends  to  attract  the  less  permanent  residents  such 
as  construction  workers  who  stay  anywhere  from  six  months 
to  three  or  four  years .   When  the  current  owners  bought 
the  mobile  home  park  three  years  ago,  it  had  only  25  spaces. 
They  expanded  it  once,  and  are  now  trying  to  obtain  an  FHA 
loan  to  add  20  more  spaces  and  to  blacktop  the  area. 
They  report  that  they  have  experienced  less  than  full 
cooperation  from  the  city,  although  the  city  did  annex 
land  for  their  initial  expansion. 
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It  has  been  mentioned  before  that  the  business  coirmunity 
of  Center  has  never  been  very  large  owing  to  the  town's 
proximity  to  Bismarck  and  Mandan.   No  new  businesses  were 
started  when  new  people  first  started  moving  into  town, 
but  in  August  1967,  the  Civic  Club  did  create  a  publicity 
committee  to  help  advertise  the  town  to  attract  some 
development.   Vacant  lots  were  advertised,  decals  for  cars 
distributed,  and  an  unsuccessful  attempt  was  made  to  put 
promotional  signs  on  the  highway  leading  into  town. 

Later,  in  1974,  another  wave  of  community  activism  began 
with  the  formation  of  an  Economic  Development  Committee, 
composed  of  public  officials  and  private  citizens.   It 
hopes  to  generate  economic  activity  and  attract  federal 
funds  to  cope  with  the  negative  impacts  of  development. 
With  the  help  of  the  Minnkota  Company,  the  committee  did 
obtain  funding  for  the  aforementioned  housing  for  the 
elderly. 

Many  Center  residents  were  dissatisfied  with  commercial 
services.   Conversations  with  some  residents  led  the 
researcher   to  believe  that  local  merchants  resented 
new  businesspeople,  but  v/ould  not  expand  to  meed  increased 
needs  themselves.   One  businessperson,  however,  said  she 
v/ould  welcome  any  new  business;  others  argue  that  they  cannot 
be  sure  of  a  m.arket  if  people  are  willing  to  drive  to  the 
big  city  to  buy  at  lower  prices.   Nevertheless,  some  new 
establishments  are  now  opening:   a  Gamble's  department 
store  was  under  construction  this  summer,  and  a  full 
service  bank  is  being  planned. 

Beyond  the  rather  obvious  economic  impact  upon  a  farmer 
who  leases  land  for  coal  mining,  there  have  been  other 
economic  consequences  for  the  area' s  farmers  and  ranchers. 
Some  small  problems  have  been  created  by  water  supplies 
being  stirred  up  excessively  by  the  plant;  some  cattle 
died  of  open  dirt  disease  when  transmission  line  builders 
failed  to  cover  up  all  the  dirt  after  building;  some  trees 
have  been  cut  to  make  way  for  transmission  lines  without 
the  approval  of  farmers;  and  some  farmers  complain  about 
having  to  plow  around  transmission  lines  or  about  running 
up  against  rocks  not  buried  deeply  enough  by  the  trans- 
mission line  builders.   Debate  still  rages  over  a  larger 
issue:   will  the  coal  company  be  willing  and  able  to  re- 
claim the  land  it  has  stripped?   No  one  seems  to  have  the 
final  answer  at  this  point. 

Finally,  one  kind  of  economic  impact  mentioned  by  only 
a  few  persons  that  warrants  more  attention  is  the  long 
range  implication  of  coal  company  control  over  former 
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agricultural  land.   Some  respondents  fear  that  the  coal 
companies  could  start  to  dictate  the  future  of  agriculture 
in  the  area  by  their  policies  and  the  way  in  which  they 
release  lands  back  for  agricultural  purposes.   As  one 
respondent  noted  ,  a  young  man  wanting  to  farm  used  to  get 
a  piece  of  land  from  his  father;  now  he  would  have  to  get 
it  from  the  coal  company. 

c.   Education 


As  with  the  actions  of  the  city  government  in  the  late 
sixties  (street  paving,  etc.)  the  construction  of  a  new 
school  building  in  1968  is  recalled  by  some  as  foresight, 
and  by  others  as  a  fortunate  coincidence.   The  building 
was  approved  by  a  bond  issue  vote  in  November  1967.   It 
was  completed  at  a  cost  of  $730,000,  and  opened  in  the  fall 
of  1968. 

Enrollment  has  not  increased  much  in  the  schools  since  the 
wave  of  mining  and  construction  activity  because  the  growth 
in  numbers  of  children  in  the  city  has  been  offset  by  the 
diminishing  number  of  children  in  the  outlying  areas. 
Currently,  about  43  percent  of  the  school  children  are 
children  of  plant  or  coal  mine  operators  or  construction 
people.   The  high  school  enrollment  of  180  represents  a 
gain  of  about  35  students  during  the  last  four  years,  and 
the  elementary  school  has  increased  enrollment  by  about 
30  in  the  same  time  period. 

The  physical  plant  is  now  operating  at  full  capacity,  and 
the  school  district  is  bonded  up  to  its  capacity.   Still, 
the  student-classroom  ratios  of  17.2  in  the  elementary 
school  and  ten  in  the  high  school  are  well  under  the 
recommended  maximum  levels.   Student-teacher  ratios  are 
also  quite  good;   13.2  at  the  elementary  level  and  12  in 
the  high  school. 

In  the  Individual  Interview,  residents  were  asked  specifi- 
cally about  the  responsiveness  of  the  school  system  to 
parents.   Long  time  residents  were  divided  between  those 
who  saw  improved  responsiveness  since  the  growth  period 
and  those  who  saw  no  change  on  this  dimension.   The 
majority  of  newcomer  parents  was  satisfied  with  the  way 
the  schools  responded  to  them. 

d.   Helping  Services 

Oliver  County  has  never  had  a  well  developed  network  of 
helping  agencies  and  institutions.   Whatever  was  needed 
in  this  area  had  to  be  obtained  in  Bismarck-Mandan,  except 
the  minimal  services  that  the  small  county  welfare  depart- 
ment could  provide. 
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That  welfare  department  is  now  starting  to  feel  the  effects 
of  a  growing  and  more  diverse  population.   The  biggest 
impact  it  is  experiencing  is  a  threefold  increase  in 
juvenile  problems  over  the  last  four  years.   Family 
problems,  too,  are  now  starting  to  show  up  in  the  area, 
the  kinds  of  problems  that  Center  did  not  see  four  years 
ago  (marital  discord,  abandonment  of  children,  and  child 
abuse).   In  addition,  most  long  time  residents  believe 
alcoholism  to  be  on  the  increase,  and  newcomers  are  also 
concerned  about  that  situation.   The  welfare  department 
believes  more  people  are  bringing  their  problems  to  the 
department  rather  than  handling  them  at  home,  as  they 
formerly  did.   Part  of  what  the  department  head  observes 
is  that  the  construction  project  is  speeding  up  the  process 
of  urbanization,  and  urbanization  means  new  kinds  of 
problems  and  more  institutional  approaches  to  coping  with 
them. 

Other  helping  services  that  the  area  has  done  without 
in  the  past  seem  to  be  in  more  demand  now,  namely,  medical 
and  dental  services.   The  Image  survey-'-'*  showed  these  near 
the  top  of  the  list  of  needed  public  services.   Citizens 
have  organized  a  successful  campaign  to  recruit  a  dentist 
to  Center  under  a  federal  program:   he  will  be  arriving 
this  fall,  and  the  community  is  proud  of  its  efforts  to 
recruit  him,  to  locate  housing  for  his  family,  and  office 
space  for  him  to  establish  his  practice.   There  was  talk 
of  launching  a  drive  to  recruit  a  physician  next. 

2.   Social  Impacts 

Respondents  to  the  Individual  Interview  did  not  indicate 
any  special  personal  problems  that  they  have  experienced 
as  a  result  of  the  growth  brought  about  by  power  plant 
construction,  and,  in  general,  expressed  satisfaction  with 
their  personal  and  family  lives.   The  scale  of  development 
in  Center  is  much  smaller  than  that  experienced  by  many 
other  communities  affected  by  energy  development,  and  signs 
of  personal  pathology  which  are  visible  in  communities 
having  experienced  greater  impacts  are  totally  absent  in 
Center.   This  is  not  to  say  that  some  signs  of  pathology 
may  not  show  up  later,  particularly  as  oldtimers  dwindle 
to  a  real  statistical  minority  in  the  community,  and 
institutions  around  them  change  in  ways  they  might  oppose 
unsuccessfully.   There  are  subtle  differences  in  family 
patterns  (e.g.,  child-rearing,  marital  relations)  between  the 
two  groups,  but  these  have  not  surfaced  in  a  problematic  form. 
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Most  indications  are  that  the  community  of  Center,  as  a 
whole,  is  holding  together  in  the  face  of  population 
growth  from  energy  development,  that  it  has  not  experienced 
the  degree  of  disruption  which  other  communities  have. 
Adjectives  used  by  newcomers  and  longtimers  alike  to 
describe  the  community  are  positive  ones  for  the  most 
part,  "friendly,"  "clean,"  and  "less  run  down,"  though 
some  signs  of  "disorganization"  and  an  "expensive"  way 
of  life  are  apparent. 

At  this  point,  oldtimers  do  not  report  worsening  conditions 
on  such  indices  of  social  conditions  as  the  sense  of  commun- 
ity, the  sense  of  belonging,  relations  between  groups  in 
town,  or  the  integration  of  newcomers  into  the  community. 
They  do  report,  as  would  be  expected  with  the  large  popu- 
lation increase,  not  knowing  as  large  a  proportion  of 
people  as  they  used  to.   To  clarify,  some  do  see  social 
conditions  worsening,  and  some  see  them  improving.   People 
do  feel  that  crime  is  increasing,  as  well  as  alcoholism 
and  drug  abuse.   Incidents  of  men  fighting  in  the  bars 
are  mentioned,  but  in  a  small  town,  it  takes  only  a  few 
instances  of  such  behavior  to  make  it  appear  to  be  an 
epidemic. 

New  people  are  largely  satisfied  with  the  social  conditions 
referred  to  above  (sense  of  community,  etc.).   There  is, 
as  one  would  expect,  an  Increasingly  clear  delineation  of 
two  groups  in  town,  oldtimers,  or  locals,  and  newcomers. 
A  num±>er  of  people  now  realize  that  the  segregation  of 
new  people  into  the  Minnkota-built  housing  development 
("the  Minnkota  Addition")  was  a  mistake;  it  certainly  did 
not  help  to  integrate  these  people  into  the  community. 

Misconceptions  are  present  about  each  group:   new  people 
say  the  oldtimers  have  closed  them  out,  while  oldtimers 
say  the  new  people  do  not  care  for  the  town  and  are  transient. 
This  last  comment  unfortunately  lumps  together  all  the 
new  people--temporary  construction  workers  and  more  permanent 
coal  mine  and  power  plant  operators.   However,  in  a  commun- 
ity as  stable  as  Center,  anyone  who  has  lived  there  less 
than  twenty  years  is  viewed  as  a  newcomer. 

Deliberate  efforts  have  been  made  by  the  churches  on 
occasion  to  bring  people  together,  and  some  of  the  clubs 
had  outreach  dinners.   The  American  Legion  still  has  an 
annual  dinner  aimed  at  recruiting  new  members. 

Almost  all  respondents  to  the  Individual  Interview  have 
met  people  from  the  other  group;  not  to  do  so  would  be 
hard  in  a  town  the  size  of  Center.   Work,  church,  and 


53 


school  settings  have  provided  the  meeting  grounds  for 
such  intergroup  contacts.   Long  time  residents  classify 
most  of  the  new  people  they  have  met  as  acquaintances, 
while  more  of  the  new  people  classify  the  longtimers 
they  have  met  as  close  friends. 

The  physical  aspects  of  the  community  have  not  changed 
much,  according  to  the  longtimer  respondents  on  the 
Individual  Interviews.   If  anything,  a  slight  majority 
of  them  said  the  appearance  of  the  town  and  the  surrounding 
area  has  improved.   Newcomers  also  reported  satisfaction 
on  these  items .   Longtimer  respondents  saw  no  changes  in 
either  air  or  water  quality,  but  did  feel  that  noise  levels 
in  and  around  town  had  risen  in  some  cases.   The  new  people 
felt  satisfied  with  the >air  quality  and  noise  levels,  but 
were  divided  in  their  opinion  of  the  water  quality. 

When  people  in  Center  first  learned  of  the  Minnkota  project, 
reportedly,  most  of  them  felt  it  would  be  good  for  the 
town.   For  the  most  part,  that  sentiment  prevails  today; 
most  of  the  long  time  resident  respondents  on  the  Individual 
Interviews  say  they  would  not  mind  seeing  another  town 
go  through  a  similar  experience.   In  addition,  not  one 
of  the  respondents  (including  both  groups)  said  they  did 
not  like  living  in  Center,  although  30  percent  of  the  new 
people  were  unsure. 

In  the  Individual  Interviews ,  new  people  used  many  words 
to  describe  the  community,  but  interestingly,  while 
75  percent  of  them  chose  some  of  the  positive  adjectives 
offered  ("easy,"  "happy,"  "friendly,"  and  "relaxed"),  70 
percent  also  chose  some  of  the  negative  words  ("lonely," 
"dull,"  "expensive,"  and  "unfriendly").   "Dull,"  "expensive,' 
and  "friendly"  were  chosen  most  frequently.   The  new  people 
report  liking  Center  because  of  their  jobs  and  the  rural 
atmosphere,  with  higher  income  people  citing  the  rural 
atmosphere  more  frequently  than  their  job  situations.   To 
show  that  people  are  indeed  divided  in  their  views  of  the 
community,  the  main  reasons  for  disliking  the  town  were 
the  lack  of  recreational  facilities  for  children  and  the 
unfriendly  people  I   Thus,  some  new  people  feel  accepted, 
and  some  do  not;  some  like  it  as  it  is,  and  some  want 
changes  made.   Both  groups  offered  a  wide  range  of  sugges- 
tions or  bits  of  advice  to  other  communities  about  to  face 
what  Center  has  faced.   No  clear  trends  were  detected, 
except  that  all  were  essentially  saying,  "Plan  ahead." 

It  is  worth  noting  that  people  who  have  daily  to  cope  with 
the  problems  and  challenges  brought  on  by  the  project  have 
3  viewpoirit  somewhat  different  from  other  Centerites. 
Of  the  institutional  representatives  interviewed,  four 
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believed  the  benefits  had  outweighed  the  costs,  three  felt 
that  the  reverse  was  true,  and  one  thought  the  costs  and 
benefits  balanced  out.   Five  said  they  were  glad  about  the 
project,  one  was  unhappy  about  it,  and  six  had  mixed 
feelings.   Only  half  of  these  respondents  would  want  to 
see  another  town  go  through  a  similar  experience. 


E.   SUMMARY  AND  CONCLUSIONS 

As  of  the  summer  of  1975,  the  community  of  Center  was 
not  suffering  any  serious  negative  impacts,  at  least  not 
of  the  scale  seen  in  communities  like  Rock  Springs  and 
Green  River,  Wyoming.   However,  in  a  community  as  small 
and  traditional  as  Center,  almost  any  impact  is  more  pro- 
nounced, whether  positive  or  negative.   So  people  do  see 
changes  occurring.   Its  traditionalism  stems  from  the  rural 
and  very  isolated  position  of  the  town,  which  gives  it  a 
stable  population  with  a  well  defined  life  style. 

The  main  changes  which  are  occurring  at  this  time  are  ones 
that  essentially  are  pushing  a  traditional  community  into 
a  more  modern  era.   This  change  is  taking  the  form  of 
longtimers  not  knowing  as  many  people  as  they  once  did, 
diminishing  trust  among  neighbors  and  an  increasing 
fear  of  crime,  pluralization  of  beliefs,  norms,  and  values, 
and  the  imminent  bureaucratization  of  such  institutions  as 
the  local  governments.   Local  people  would  say  that  there 
is  a  loss  of  the  friendly,  informal  small  town  atmosphere. 
Most  people  with  whom  the  researcher  spoke,  or  from  whom 
data  was  gathered  for  this  study,  seem  to  realize  that  the 
project  was  needed  if  Center  was  to  slow  its  economic 
decline. 

Just  as  residents  could  not  have  been  known  at  the  start 
of  the  construction  project  exactly  what  would  occur  by 
this  date,  so  too  they  cannot  be  expected  to  prognosticate 
about  what  the  town  will  be  like  5,  10,  or  25  years  from 
now.   And  yet,  if  even  the  most  conservative  scenarios  of 
possible  power  plant  development  in  the  area  come  to 
fruition,  the  impacts  of  today  will  pale  in  comparison. 
The  number  of  construction  workers  in  the  area  will 
increase  from  400-500  in  1975  to  800  by  summer,  1976, 
and  some  unkiown  proportion  of  them  will  probably  find  their 
way  to  Center,  as  is  currently  the  pattern.   The  operating 
force  itself--at  least  from  the  two  Minnkota  plants--will 
not  grow  much  once  the  second  plant  begins  operating  in 
mid-1977  (from  63  to  about  85  or  90  persons) . 

As  greater  negative  impacts  start  to  manifest  themselves. 
Center  residents — old  and  new  alike — will  be  called  on  to 
make  further  municipal  improvements.   Already  there  is  fear 
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that  new  people  will  want  things  (and  some  data  here 
verify  that)  that  the  longtimers  have  never  yearned  for, 
and  will  push  through  bond  issues  and  increased  taxes, 
which  all  will  have  to  share.   Then,  continues  the  fear 
scenario,  should  the  new  people  leave  eventually,  the 
longtimers  will  be  left  with  the  financial  burden.   Long 
time  residents  in  some  cases  already  feel  they  have  been 
taxed  too  heavily,  and  also  have  been  penalized  for  making 
certain  improvements.   They  feel  that,  having  spent  up 
to  their  allowable  debt  ceiling  early  on,  they  are  now 
without  funds  to  make  needed  improvements ,  and  they  have 
been  unable  to  attract  impact  funds  from  any  other  level 
of  government. 

An  inability  to  attract  outside  funds  is  one  of  the  factors 
that  would  seem  to  dictate  the  severity  of  future  events 
in  Center.   Center  and  Oliver  County  currently  have  an 
inadequate  structure  to  deal  with  the  problems  facing  the 
area.   Skills  in  long  range  planning  and  fund-raising  are 
lacking.   Furthermore,  the  area's  population  has  little 
or  no  political  clout  at  those  higher  levels  of  government, 
such  as  the  state,  from  which  financial  assistance  could 
be  obtained.   Some  communities  experience  a  high  turnover 
of  public  officials  during  the  impact  period,  as  different 
skills  are  needed,  which  some  former  officials  do  not 
possess.   This  turnover  has  not  begun  in  Center  and  Oliver 
County,  but  it  may  as  demands  on  local  government  increase. 

A  second  factor  affecting  what  will  happen  in  Center  is  the 
role  the  federal  government  can  and  will  undoubtedly  play. 
By  its  actions  on  Environmental  Impact  Statements  and  by  the 
scheduling  of  its  leasing  of  coal  mining  lands,  the  federal 
government  can  determine  the  phasing  of  positive  and 
negative  im.pacts  in  the  four  county  area.   If  development 
can  occur  at  a  smooth,  gradual  rate,  without  either 
massive  population  influxes  or  exoduses,  the  area  would  most 
likelv  be  able  to  cope  with  the  growth  more  effectively. 
A  third  determining  factor  affecting  the  area's  fate  is  the 
matter  of  information:   in  the  past,  this  community  has 
gone  without  adequate  and  timely  information,  a  situation 
which  makes  good  planning  difficult  if  not  impossible. 

A  final  factor  that  has  had,  and  will  continue  to  have  a 
big  role  in  Center's  development  is  geography.   Its  proximity 
to  Bismarck  and  Mandan  and  the  concomitant  lack  of  commercial 
services  in  the  town  may  preclude  much  population  growth. 
Unless  there  is  enough  growth  in  the  area  to  provide 
incentive  for  businesspeople  to  open  more  stores,  they  are 
not  likely  to  do  so.   The  two  new  establishments  opening 
now  and  the  two  that  opened  last  year  are  encouraging 
signs,  and  could  perhaps  lead  others  to  follow  suit. 
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Regardless  of  how  these  factors  add  up,  and  what  scale  of 
development  takes  place,  there  remain  two  other  matters  of 
importance.   One  is  the  potential  of  marked  decrease  in 
population  growth  and  business  activity,  which  could  occur 
when  construction  ceases.   No  one  in  Center  is  talking 
much  about  that  today,  though  it  appears  to  be  in  the  minds 
of  some  people.   People  operating  the  coal  mines  and  power 
plants  can  be  expected  to  be  around  for  a  long  time,  but 
the  construction  workers  are  known  to  be  more  temporary, 
up  to  five  years  at  most  on  any  one  project.   So,  the 
severity  of  any  letdown  would  then  be  a  function  of  how 
much  the  community  caters  to  the  needs  of  the  construction 
work  force.   While  this  is  not  yet  a  topic  of  public  dis- 
cussion, perhaps  it  should  be. 


APPENDIX 


A.   CAPITAL  FACILITIES:   CENTER,  NORTH  DAKOTA 


Water 

Center's  water  source  consists  of  two  wells  with  a  combined 
capacity  to  produce  about  600,000  gallons  per  day.   Peak 
daily  usage  is  50  0,000  gallons.   There  is  an  elevated  water 
tank  with  storage  capacity  of  50,000  gallons.   The  water 
supply  and  storage  capacity  are  more  than  adequate  for 
Center's  current  population  of  890  people.   The  capacity  of 
the  water  treatment  plant  is  unknown.   Water  treatment  now 
consists  of  sad  filtration  and  chlorination.   There  are  no 
plans  for  expanding  the  water  treatment  plant  capactiy. 
The  water  distribution  system  is  in  fair  condition  with  some 
new  pipe  and  some  requiring  replacement.   There  are  plans 
for  expanding  the  water  distribution  system  to  the  east 
of  Center,  apparently  to  allow  for  housing  development 
there.   The  water  does  meet  U.S.  Public  Health  Service 
standards. 


Sanitary  Sewer 

The  sanitary  sewer  system  apparently  would  not  meet  most 
standards  for  a  town  the  size  of  Center.   The  treatment 
plant  capacity  and  collection  system  capacity  are  unknown. 
There  are  two  existing  lagoons  with  a  combined  size  of 
about  5.5  acres.   Minimum  lagoon  size  required  to  serve 
100  people  is  10  acres.   There  is  reported  leakage  from 
one  of  the  lagoons  into  a  nearby  stream.   A  consulting 
engineering  firm,  has  recommended  that  both  lagoons  be 
moved  because  they  are  now  too  close  to  the  stream. 
The  collection  system  is  reportedly  in  fair  condition. 


Solid  V7a5te  Disposal 

There  is  an  open  dumping  site  four  miles  northeast  of  Center, 
A  private  company  with  one  large  truck  collects  garbage  on 
an  individual  contract  basis.   Each  resident  must  contract 
with  the  hauling  company  in  order  to  have  his  garbage  picked 
up  once  a  week.   Apparently  there  are  a  number  of  residents 
who  engage  in  open  burning  of  trash  in  town  rather  than 
have  their  garbabe  picked  up.   The  open  dump  probably  does 
not  meet  state  standards. 


Police  Department 

There  is  one  policeman  and  the  County  Sheriff,  which  should 

be  sufficient  for  a  town  of  the  size  of  Center.   The  department 

has  two  vehicles,  one  of  which  is  fully  equipped.  There  is  no 
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jail  in  Center,  and  prisoners  are  taken  to  the  Mandan  jail, 
about  35  miles  away.   This  is  probably  an  adequate  police 
department  with  sufficient  facilities  for  a  population  of 
890  people. 


Fire  Department 

The  Center  Fire  Department  is  a  volunteer  department  with 
18  to  20  volunteers.   Its  equipment  includes  a  500  gallon 
pumper  capable  of  pumping  750  gallons  per  minute,  a  truck 
with  a  450  gallon  tank,  and  a  van  with  a  300  gallon  tank. 
Other  equipment  includes  a  resuscitator  and  dragging 
equipment.   The  fire  department  serves  an  organized  district 
which  includes  Center  and  part  of  Oliver  County.   The  fire 
protection  rating  for  Center  is  8,  the  usual  rating  for 
towns  the  size  of  Center.   The  building  which  houses  the 
fire  department  is  2880  square  feet  in  size  and  has  a 
meeting  room  and  storage  space  for  the  equipment. 


Schools 

There  are  two  schools  in  Center,  an  elementary  school 
including  kindergarten  through  fifth  grade,  and  a  junior- 
senior  high  school  including  grades  six  through  twelve. 
Student-classroom  ratios   are  well  under  the  recommended 
maximum,  with  17.2  students  per  room  in  the  elementary 
school  and  fewer  than  10  per  room  in  the  junior-senior 
high  school.   Student-teacher  ratios  are  quite  good,  too, 
with  13.2  students  per  teacher  in  the  elementary  school, 
and  12  students  per  teacher  in  the  junior-senior  high 
school.   The  school  buildings  are  in  good  condition  and 
occupy  one  site  of  about  2.1  acres.   This  is  about  half 
the  recommended  minimum  for  schools  in  towns  of  1000  in 
rural  areas.   The  school  district  is  bonded  to  its  maximum 
allowable  indebtedness. 


Medical  Facilities 

The  nearest  hospital  is  in  Hazen,  about  20  miles  away,  but 
most  Center  residents  use  the  Mandan  hospital,  about  35 
miles  away.   There  are  no  doctors  or  nurses  in  Center. 
According  to  most  standards,  there  should  be  one  doctor 
serving  the  town.   There  is  a  nurse  and  first  aid  center  for 
the  construction  crew  at  the  power  plant.   Center  does  have 
a  volunteer  emergency  ambulance  service,  with  13  volunteers 
and  one  ambulance.   The  ambulance  serves  Center  and  part 
of  Oliver  County  surrounding  the  town.   There  are  four  hos- 
pitals to  which  patients  may  be  taken,  depending  on  patient 
preference,  location,  and  severity  of  the  emergency.   The 
service  does  have  emergency  equipment  and  trained  personnel. 


SAMPLE  PROJECT  SURVEY  QUESTIONNAIRE 


I'KOJIXT   (  KNSIIS    gili'STIONNAlK?: 


1.  Whai  ib  youi  occupation  (job  title)/  __ _ 

I.    Wlial    is    yout     local    address?  sTr^t 

<      a      Is    your    local    address    in    the   same    town  as    i t 

■    was    before   you   started  working   on    this  job?    (circle   one)  Yes 

b..  If   no,   where   did   you    live   previously?  — 


Town 

No 


Town 


State 


'      IF    MARRIED 

•j.    How  many    children    under    l8   do  you   have?  


chi Idren 


b*  a.  lb  ycur  spouse  living  with  you  at  your 
local  address  (circle  one) 
b.  If  your  spouse  is  NOT  living  with  you  at 
your  local  address,  where  is  your  spouse 
1  i  vi  ng? 


THANC  YOU  VERY  MUCH  FOR  YOUR  COOPERATION 


Yes 


Town 


No 


State 


I 

2~ 

f 

w 

6" 
7" 


9 
10 


11 
12] 

13 
ir 

\S'_ 
16 


PRE-TEST  QUESTIONNAIRE 


1.  W  at  is  your  occupation  (job  title)? 

2.  Wi  at  is  your  address?  (street  6  town) 


3.  a   Are  you  living  in  the  same  town  you  lived  in 

before  you  started  working  on  this  job?  (Circle  one) 
b.  If  no,  where  did  you  live  previously  (town&state)   _ 


i*.  Are  you  married  or  single?  (Circle  one) 
IF  married,  widowed,  or  divorced, 
a   How  many  children  do  you  have? 
b   Is  your  family  (spouse  and/or  children, 

if  any)  living  with  you  now?  (Circle  one) 
I   your  family  is  NOT  living  with  you  now, 

1  Where  are  they  living  now?  (town  &  state) 

2  Did  they  live  there  before  you  started 
-  working  on  this  job?  (Circle  one) 

3  If  no,  where  did  they  live?  (town  6  state) 


yes    no 


Married   Single  Widowed   Divorced 

chi Idren 


yes    no 


yes    no 


TH/.N^  YOU  VERY  MUCH  FOR  YOUR  COOPERATION 


C.   SAMPLE  NDSU  QUESTIONNAIRE  USED  IN 
PROJECT  SURVEY 


QUESTIONNAIRE    USED    BY    NORTH    DAKOTA    STATE 
UNIVERSITY    RESEARCH    GROUP 


Name  of   Construction  Site 


Electric   Power   Plant 
Construction  Work  Force  Questionnaire 


1.  What   is  your  occupation   (job   title,    be   specific)? 

2.  What   is   your   local  address? 


street  or  rural  route 


town 


3. 


If  rural  give  distance  (one  way)  and  circle  direction  from  your  construction 

site.         north 

miles  south  of  the  construction  site- 
east 
west 

Are  you  living  in  the  same  town  you  lived  in  before  you  started  working  on 
this  job?  Yes  No  

If  no,  where  did  you  live  previously?  


town  s  ta  te 

4.  Are  you  married  or  single?   (circle  one) 

Married     Single     Widowed     Divorced     Separated 
IF  YOU  DO  NOT  HAVE  A  WIFE  OR  A  FAMILY,  SKIP  TO  QUESTION  8 

5.  Wg  would  like  to  know  a  few  things  about  your  family.   (check  one) 
I  have  a  family  living  with  me  in  this  community. 

I  have  a  family,  but  they  are  not  living  with  me  in  this  community. 

6.  Please  indicate  how  many  children  you  have  in  each  of  the  following  school 
categories: 


School  category 

Number 
of  children 

How  many  children  are 

living  with  you  in 

this  community 

In  what  town  will 
they  attend  school 
this  fall 

Preschool 

Grades  1-8 

Gradeb  9-12 

College 

Other 

7.   If  your  family  is  not  living  with  you  now: 
Where  are  they  living  now?   


town  state 

Did  they  live  there  before  you  started  work  on  this  job?  Yes  No 

If  no,  where  did  they  live?  


town  state 

8.  How  long  have  you  worked  with  the  company  by  which  you  are  presently 
employed? 

year(s)       month(s) 

9.  Have  you  held  more  than  one  position  with  the  company  you  are  currently 
working  for? 

yes   If  yes,  how  many  positions?  

no    (Do  not  include  current  position) 


10.  Did  you  work  for  this  company  at  another  location?   Yes  No 

11.  How  long  have  you  worked  in  this  area?  Year(s)  Months  


12.  How  much  longer  do  you  intend  to  work  in  this  area?   Year(s)  Months 

13.  What  phase  of  construction  are  you  involved  in  (for  example,  earthmoving, 
concrete,  electrical,  and  so  on)?  


14.   If  another  power  plant  were  built  in  this  area,  would  you  be  interested  in 
working  there? 

very  interested  in  working  there 

somewhat  interested  in  working  there 

not  interested  in  working  there 


15.   How  satisfied  are  you  with  your  present  job?  (check  one) 

very  satisfied 

satisfied 

so-so 

unsatisfied 

very  unsatisfied 


16.   What  is  the  last  year  of  school  you  completed? 

some  elementary  vocational  training 

completed  8th  grade  some  college 

some  high  school  completed  college  (B.A.  or  B.S.) 

completed  high  school         professional  education  (post  B.Ao) 


17.   IF  YOU  HAVE  RECEIVED  VOCATIONAL  TRAINING  AT  A  SCHOOL,  ANS^^fER  THE  FOLLOWING 
TWO  QUESTIONS. 

What  type  of  vocational  training  did  you  receive?  


How  long  did  you  attend  vocational  training  school?  months 


3  - 


18.   Have  you  received  "on-the-job  training"  at  this  construction  site? 
Yes        No 


If  yes,  what  type  of  "on-the-job  training?" 


19.   Please  indicate  the  job  title  of  your  last  job  that  you  had  prior  to  working 
at  this  construction  site,  where  it  was,  and  how  long  you  were  employed. 


job  title  city  and  state  length  employed 


name  of  company 
20.   Reason  for  leaving  past  job? 


21.   What  were  your  hourly  earnings  at  your  last  job? 


22.   Please  check  below  all  months  during  the  year  which  you  work  on  construction: 

January  May  September 

February  June  October 

March  July  November 

April  August  December 


23.   If  not  employed  here  twelve  months  a  year,  do  you  seek  employment  elsewhere? 
Yes  No  

If  yes,  what  type  of  work? 

Where? 


If  no,  while  not  working,  will  you  remain  in  this  area?   Yes  No 

24.  What  are  your  hourly  earnings  at  your  present  job? 

25.  How  many  days  per  week  do  you  work?  


26.  What  is  the  average  number  of  hours  you  work  each  week? 

27.  Are  you  a  member  of  a  labor  union(s)? 

Yes   Name  of  union(s)  

No 


28.  How  many  miles  (round  trip)  do  you  commute  to  work  each  day? 

29.  Are  you  satisfied  with  commuting  this  distance? 

Yes,  the  distance  is  reasonable 

No,  the  distance  is  too  great 


30.   If  you  were  to  work  at  another  construction  site  in  this  area,  would  you 
commute  from  your-  present  home  or  move  to  a  closer  location? 

commute 

move  closer 

do  not  know 

not  interested  in  working  at  another  construction  site 


u   - 


31.   How  do  you  travel  to  work?  (check  one) 

private  car  

car  pool  

public  transportation 


walk 

other,  specify 


32.   How  long  have  you  lived  in  this  community?   year(s) 


months 


33.  Are  you  satisfied  with  your  present  housing  situation? 
very  satisfied 

satisfied 

50-50 

unsatisfied 

very  unsatisfied 

34.  In  what  type  of  housing  do  you  presently  live?   (circle  the  appropriate  answer) 


apartment 

single  family  house 

mobile  home 

other 


own 

rent 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

IF  YOU  LIVE  IN  A  MOBILE  HOME,  PLEASE  ANSWER  THE  NEXT  QUESTION 

35.  Did  you  bring  your  mobile  home  v:ith  you  or  purchase  it  after  arriving  at 
this  construction  site? 

brought  mobile  home  purchased  mobile  home 

36.  How  long  have  you  lived  in  your  present  home?  

37.  How  much  do  you  pay  for  housing?  per  month 

Do  you  feel  this  is  a  reasonable  amount  to  pay  for  housing?   Yes  No  

38.  What  kind  of  housing  would  you  most  prefer  living  in? 
apartment 

single  family  house 

mobile  home 

other,  please  specify  

39.  V^e  would  like  to  know  if  you  receive  the  following  services  in  the  community 
in  which  you  live  and  your  satisfaction  with  them. 


Servict 

In  which  tov.-n  do  you  obtain 

most  of  the  follov.'ing 

service?  or  items 

How  satisfied  are  you  wi'^n 

each  of  the  following  services 

or  item; 

Medical  Services 

Satisfied 

So- So 

Un.^  .i  tis£  ii  u 

Clothing 

Food 

I'ankin:;          | 
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AO.   Compared  with  other  places  you  have  lived,  how  do  you  rate  the  commuxiity 

services  (such  as,  schools,  fire  prottction,  water  and  sewer,  etc.)   in  this 
area? 

very  good  services 

adequate  services 

inadequate  services 

Al.   Often  recreational  activities  are  limited  at  rural  construction  sites. 
Do  you  find  this  to  be  a  problem?   Yes  No  

A2.   Please  list  all  recreational  activities  you  will  participate  in  while 

living  here. 


43.   Please  list  all  recreational  activities  that  you  would  like  to  participate 
in,  but  cannot  because  they  are  presently  unavailable  in  this  area.   


A4.   Would  you  be  willing  to  pay  dues  to  bring  new  recreational  activities  into 
your  community?   Yes  No  Do  not  know  

45.   What  groups  or  organizations  do  you  belong  to  in  this  community?  (i.e., 

PTA,  civic  clubs,  etc.)  


46.  Are  you  interested  in  holding  an  office  in  any  of  these  organizations? 
Yes,  1  am  interested 

Yes,  I  hold  an  office 

No,  I  am  not  interested 

47.  What  new  organizations,  if  any,  would  you  like  to  see  organized  in  this 
community?  

48.  Would  you  like  to  continue  living  in  this  community? 
Yes  No  Do  not  know  

49.  After  completion  of  construction  of  this  plant,  would  you  consider  working 
in  the  operation  of  this  plant?   Yes  No  Do  not  knov;  

ANSWER  THE  FOLLOV.'ING  TOO  QUESTIONS  ONLY  IF  YOU  HAVE  LIVED  IN  THIS  COMMUNITY  LESS 
TlUN  3  YEARS. 

50.  What  group  of  people  do  you  associate  with  most  socially? 
plant  co-workers 

other  newcomers  to  this  community 

old  time  community  members 

51.  Generally  speaking,  arc  you  more  or  less  satisfied  wi tli  your  present 
community  than  with  the  one  where  you  lived  previously? 

mori. 

ics-: 

no  different 


-  6  - 


ANS\^^ER  THE  FOLLOWi:.-G  TWO  QUESTIONS  OIXY  IF  YOU  HAVE  LIVED  IN  THIS  COMMUNITY 
MORE  TH.\N  3  YEARS. 

52.  What  group  of  people  do  you  associate  with  most  socially? 
plant  co-workers 

newcomers  to  this  connunitv 

old  time  comnunity  members 

53.  Would  you  say  that  the  quality  of  life  here  is  improving,  going  downhill, 
or  staying  about  the  same? 

improving 

dov/nhill 

stay  the  same 

5A.   Are  you:   male    female? 

55.  IsTiat  is  your  age?  

56.  l^ere  were  you  born?   (state,  or  country  if  not  in  UoS.) 


THANK  YOU  FOR  YOUR  COOPERATION!  I 


SAMPLE  HOUSEHOLD  SURVEY  INTERVIEW  SCHEDULE 


coSSunTty 

1.  How  long  have  you  lived  In  (or  near)  this  comnunlty?  

2,  Family  present or  absent ?  (Observe  when  possible.) 


3.  Complete  Items  A-E  for  all  household  members, 
number  of  the  respondent. 


Household  Members 

A.  Relationship 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

Head  of  household 

Spouse 

Son  or  daughter  of  head 

Other  relative  of  head 

Roomer,  Boarder,  Lodger 

Other  unrelated  to  head 

B.  Sex:  Male 

Female 

C.  Age:  (actual  age) 

[).  Years  of  School  Completed: 

less  than  H.S.  Grad 

H.S.  Grad 

College  (no  degree) 

Colleqe  Graduate 

Some  Grad.  School 

Advanced  degree 

Vo-tech  School 

:.  Marital  Status: 

Now  married 

Widowed  or  divorced 

Never  married 

Do  Not 
Write 
In  This 
Column 


Circle  the  household  member 


1- 


1- 


1- 


1-1 

1-3 
1-4 

1-5 

1-6 
1-7 

1-8 

1-9 
1-10 
11,12 
1-13 
1-14 

1-15 
1-16 
17,18 
1-19 
1-20 

1-21 
1-22 
-23,24 
1-25 
1-26 

1-27 
1-28 
-29,30 
1-31 
1-33 

1-33 
1-34 
-35,36 
1-37 
1-38 

1-39 
1-40 
41,42 
1-43 
1-44 

1-45 
1-46 
-47.48 
1-49 
1-50 

1-51 

1-52 

-53,54 

1-55 

1-56 


A.     What  Is  the  principal  occupation  of  the  household  head? 

(examples:  teacher,  carpenter,  clerk) 
In  what  kind  of  business  or  Industry  Is  his/her  job?  (probe) 


(examples:  school,  power  plant,  supermarket;  If  energy-related, 
name  of  project) 


Do 

Not 

Write 

In 

This 

Col 

umn 

1 

-57 

1 

-58 

1-59 
1-60' 


riow  long  has  the  household  head  worked  at  this  job?  

a.  What  was  the  household  head's  previous  occupation? 

b.  In  what  business  or  Industry? 

c.  Why  did  he/she  change  jobs? 


Do  any  other  household  members  have  jobs  outside  the  home?  yes  no 

(Do  not  code.) 
If  yes,  complete  the  following  grid: 

Household  Members 


#2. 


#1 


relationship  to  head: 

occupation:  _ 

Industry: 

how  long  at  present  job: 

previous  occupation: 
previous  industry: 
Why  the  job  change? 


7.  a. 
b. 

c. 


no 


Do  you  drive  to  work?  yes 

If  yes,  how  far  do  you  drive? (one  way) 

How  long  does  It  take?  (one  way)  

If  no,  how  do  you  get  to  work? 

How  far  Is  It  to  work?  (one  way)  

How  long  does  It  take?  (one  way)  


(Do  not  code. ) 


miles 


miles 


1-61 

1-62 
1-63 

1-64 
1-65 

1-66 
1-67 

1-68 

1-69,70 

1-71,72 

1-73 

1-74, 75_ 

2-1,2 

2-3,4 


2-5 

2-6, 7j 

2-8,9 

2-10  " 

2-  11,12' 

2-  13,14" 

2-15,16  I 

2-17 
2-18,19  " 
2-20,21  ■ 

2-22 
2-23,24  " 
2-25,26 
2-27,28  ~ 


2-29 
2-30 
2-31 
2-32 
2-33 


8.   How  do  the  other  members  of  your  household  who  have  Jobs  get  to  work? 

n  #3  #4 

method method  method 


most  frequently,  in  this  area?  (Rank  top  3) 


other 


Please 

Dn  Not 
Write 
In  This 
Column 

2-34  _ 
2-35  _ 
2-36 


miles  (one  way)      miles   (one  way)       miles(one        -'^^ 

way)        2-38 
time  ^time  time 


2-39 


9.  Are  most  of  your  best  friends  here: people  who  have  lived  here  .^^ 

longer  than  you  have?  2-41 

people  who  moved  here  at  about  2-42 

the  same  time  you  did? 

people  who  are  newer  to  the  area  ^' ^^ 

than  you  are? 

10.  Where  did  you  meet  most  of  your  friends,  or  people  with  whom  you  socialize  2-K 

2-'}5 


at  work      ^at  clubs  or  community  activities     in  your      2-46 

_at  church     ^at  recreation  activities       neighborhood 

_at  local  bars  ^through  relatives  -   *^  ^^^°°^ 


Do  you  own  or  rent  your  home? 

12.  How  many  bedrooms  are  there  in  this  house?   ^bedrooms         2-48 

13.  Is  your  present  type  of  housing  the  most  satisfactory  one  for  you,  or  would   ?-^° 
you  prefer  to  live  in  another  type? 

Present  type  satisfactory 

different  type  preferable 


If  you  would  prefer  to  live  in  another  type  of  housing,  what  type  would      2.59 
you  most  prefer?  (probe) 


15.  Why  aren't  you  living  in  the  type  of  housing  you  most  prefer? (probe)         2-Fl 

2-^2 


16.  How  long  do  you  expect  your  present  job  t)  last? 2-S3 

'7.  What  are  your  plans  for  staying  in  this  e  -ea?  Do  you  plan  to:  2-54 

settle  down  here   stay  as  Ir  ig  as other  (specify) 

leave  inmediately      """^^  '^   av. liable 

uncertain 


15.  How  satisfied  are  you  with  eac^ 

\   of  the 

following  services  in  your  area? 

Do  Not 
Write 

very 
Isfl 

sat- 

satis- 
2 

uncer-  dissat-  very  dis- 
tain   isfied   satisfied 

no 
service 

6 

In  Th  s 
Columr 

a.  law  enforcement 

3      4       5 

2-55 

b.  ^'ire  protection         1 

2 

3      4       5 

6 

2-56 

c  vater  supply           1 

2 

3      4       5 

6 

2-57 

c.  sewer  service 

2 

3      4       5 

6 

2-5fi 

e  garbage  collection       1 

2 

3      4       5 

6 

2-59  _ 

f.  streets  and  roads        1 

2 

3      4       5 

6 

2-60 

g.  medical  services         1 

2 

3      4       5 

6 

2-61  ._ 

h  outdoor  sports          1 

2 

3       4       5 

6 

^•-6? 

i  ind  'Or  sports           1 

2 

3      4       5 

6 

2-63 

.  amusements (restaurants,    , 
movies,  etc.) 

k.  shopping  facilities 

1 .  town  government 

2 

2 
2 

3      4       5 

3       4       5 
3      4       5 

6 

6 

6 

2-64 
;'-66 

m.  civic  anc  service  clubs 

n.  schools 

0.  mental  health  services 

2 

2 
2 

3      4       5 
3      4       5 
3       4       5 

6 
6 
6 

;'-67 
J-68 
2-69  _ 

p.  availability  of  housing 

2 

3      4       5 

6 

2-70  _ 

q.  quality  of  housing 

2 

3      4       5 

6 

2-71 

19.  Are  there  other  services 
factory  or  unsatisfactory' 

[  haven't  men 
?    ^es 

bloned  which  are  particularly 
No 

satis- 

2-72 
2-73 

If  yes,  which  services? 

Satisfactory        Unsatisfactory 

2-74 
2-7F  "" 

20. Now  I'd  like  to  ask  you  some  questions  about  your  household  expenditures.  I 
realize  that  this  Information  Is  personal,  but  please  remember  that  all  of  the 
information  you  give  me  will  be  kept  entirely  confidential. 


Average 
Amount 
Per  Month 


or 


Amount 
Per  Year 


% 
Local 


% 

Non- 
local 


Hoi,s1ng(rent  or 
Riortgage  payment) 

Te  ephone 

Electricity 

Natural  Gas 

Fu«l  Oil 


34.2,3 
3-d 

3-6,6,/ 
3-8 

3-9,10 
3-11 

3-12.13 
3-14 

3-15,16 


No.  of  cars  o*r<ned:  __^^ 
(Do  not  code) 

Automobile  (paymnts) 

Gasoline  &  Car  Repairs 

x^edlcal  Expenses  and  health 

Insurance  payments  (excl. 
,  those  automatically  de- 
ducted from  paycheck) 

*^  Life  Insurance  payments 
(excl.  those  automati- 
cally deducted  from 

•  paycheck) 

Auto  Insurance 


Groceries 

.staurants.  Bars, 
Amusements 

Travel  (vacations,  etc.) 

Other  (clothing,  gifts, 
etc.) 

Savlncs 


Average 

Amount       Amount 

Per  Month  or  Per  Year 


X 
Local 


non- 
local 


Please 
Do  Not 
Write 
In  This 
Column 


3-18,19,20 
3-21 

3-22,23,24 
3-25 


3-26,27,28 
3-29 


3-30,31 
3-32 

3-33,34 
3-35 

3-36,37,38 
3-39 

3-40,41,42 
3-43 

3-44,45,46 
3-47 

3-48,49,50 
3-51 

3-52,53,54 
3-55 


22. 


low  much  money  Is  automatically  deducted  from  your  paycheck  for 
health  insurance?  j 


What  Is  your  take-home  pay?  $ 


j)er  week,  bi-monthly, 
per 'month  (circle  one) 


3-56 

3-57 

3-58 
3-59 


NEWCOMERS 


2.  Dc  you  hope  to  bring  your  family  here?  yes 


no 

II"  yes,  when? 


3.  Have  the  other  household  members  lived  here  for  the  same  length  of  time 
as  the  household  head?    yes no  

If  not,  how  long  did  the  household  head  live  here  before  the  rest  of 
the  household  moved  here? 


4.  ylhat   was  the  location  of  your  (head  of  household's  last  job,  just  before 
coming  here? 

5.  What  was  your  (head  of  household's)  occupation  there? 


6.  How  far  did  you  (head  of  household)  live  from  your  place  of  work  there? 

miles. 


7.  a.  For  what  reasons  did  you  move  here? 


Wr  ro 
In  This 
Column 

3-60 


If  respondent  has  Indicated  that  his  family  (spouse  and/or  chiidren)  Is  absent, 
ask  questions  1  and  2;  If  not,  begin  with  question  3. 

4-  IP 
1.  Sometimes,  when  a  person  begins  a  new  job  in  a  new  area,  he/she  doesn't       4. j^ 
aways  bring  his/her  family  right  away,  in  case  things  don't  work  out  well 
itmiediately.  I  notice  your  family  is  NOT  here  wUh  you.  Can  you  tell  me      4.  i, 
what  reasons  Influenced  the  decision  not  to  brinci  your  family  here?  4_,; 

(probe) 


4-/1 


4- 

•'t  "1 

4- 

<!4 

4- 

■•  ''1 

4- 

6 

4- 

47 

4- 

48 

4-lQ 

4-50 
4-51 


a.  Did  you  drive  to  work?    yes_ no .  -^ 

b.  How  long  did  you  live  there?  ._.- 

c.  (If  respondent  ha£  a  family,  ask:)  4-54 
Did  your  family  live  there  with  you?     yes no .  ._ 

•  If  no,  why  not?  4-56 


4-57 
4-58 

4-5y 
4-60 


b.  (If  working  on  project),  how  did  you  learn  about  the  job  opportunities      •_^  , 
here?  (probe:  friend,  rumor,  sent  hy  union,  etc. 


4-6? 


Now,  I'd  like  to  ask  you  some  questions  about  how  you  feel  about  living 

ir  (near)  __^ 

(name  of  town) 
Please  indicate  the  three  words  on  the  list  below  which  best  describe  the 
^  a«"ea  as  a  place  to  live.  (Rank  top  2.)  (card) 


_easy 
,happy 


modern 
lonely 


competitive 
impersonal 


_dun 
exciting 
conservative 
rewarding 
unfriendly 
isolated 


slow-moving 
.difficult 
friendly 


nxpensive 
relaxed 


dirty 


9.  What  are  the  thing;  you  like  MOST  about  living  in 


(community) 


uo  Not 
Write 

In  Thi 
Coliinir 


4-63 
4-6') 

4-6^ 
4  66 

4-67 
4-68 


A-7(| 


11. 


In  which  of  these  ranges  would  yo-jr  yearly  family  income  (before  taxes) 
fall  into?   (use  card) 


4-7,' 


10. 


What  are  the  things  you  like  LEAST  about  living  in 


(community) 


4-74 


4-7' 
5-1 


A. 

B. 

less  than  $2000 

$2000-$3999 

$4000-$5999 

H. 
I. 

J.  _ 

K. 

L. 

M. 

N. 

.) 

$14000-15999 

0.  _ 
P. 

Q-  _ 

R- 

S. 

T, 
U. 

$28000-$29999 
$30000-$31P9Q 
$32000-$33999 
$34000-$35c;9q 

$16O0O-$17999 
$18000-$! Q999 
$20OO0-$21999 
$22000-$23999 
$24000-$25999 
$26000-  .27999 

5-? 

C.  -•: 

5-3 

D. 
E. 

$6000-  $7999 
$8000-$9999 

$36000-$37999 

F. 
G. 

$10000-$! 1999 
$12000-$! 3999 

$3.'!000-$39Qqo 

$40000  or  more 

A. 

00  NOT 

Addre 

Anglo 
1 

.  Type 

SF 
SF 

SF 
SF 
0th 

ASK  A  -  C.  OBSERVE. 
ss 

B. 

C 

Hispano 
2 

of  Owe! ling: 

-  ?  bedrooms 

-  3  bedrooms 

-  4  bedrooms 

-  b   bedrooms 
ler  SF  , 

Nat. 

American  Indian 
3 

duplex,  townhou 
condominium 
apartment 
mobile  home 
other 

Negro      Oriental 
4          5 

ise. 

5-4 
5-5 

ThA.NK  YOll  VFKY  MUCH  TOR  YOUK  COOPERATION. 


LONGTIME  RESIDENTS  (A) 


Now  I'd  like  to  ask  you  a  few  questions  about  your  reectlon  to  the  energy- 
related  construction  that's  been  going  on  around  here. 

1.  Have  the  actual  effects  of  the  construction  on  the  comnunlty/area  been 

about  what  you  expected  

better  than  you  expected  

worse  than  you  expected  

If  better  or  worse.  In  what  way(s)? 


2.  Have  you  gotten  to  be  friends  with  any  people  who  have  moved  here  within  the  last 
years?   Yes No 


3.  In  terms  of  your  overall  feelings,  would  you  say  you  are  glad 
unhappy^ that  the  project  came  here? 

Why? 


or 


Do  Not 
Write 
In  This 
Column 


3-60 


3-6! 


3-62 
3-63_ 

3-64 
3-65 

3-66 


3-67 

3-68 
3-69 

3-70 
3-71 


4.  In  which  of  these  ranaes  would  your  yearly  family  Income  (before  taxes) 
fall  Into?  (use  card) 


A. 

less  than  $2000 
$2000  -$3999 
$4000-$5999 

H. 
I. 
J- 

L. 

M. 
N. 

$14000-$! 5999 
$16000-$! 7999 

0. 
P. 

Q.  _ 
s. 

T. 
U. 

$28000-$29999 

B. 

$30000-$3!999 

3-72 

C. 

$18000-$! 9999 

$32000-$33999 

3-73 

D. 

$6000- $7999 

$20000-$2!999 

$34000-$35999 

E. 

$8000- $9999 

$22000-$23999 

$36000-$37999 

F. 

$10000-$! 1999 
$12000- $13999 

$24000-$25999 

$38000-$39999 

G. 

$26000-$27999 

$40000  or  more 

(00  NOT  ASK  A  -  C.  OBSERVE.) 


B. 


Address 


Anglo     Hispano 

Nat.  American  Indian     Negro 

Oriental 

!         2 

3              4 

5 

Type  of  Dwelling: 

SF  -  2  bedrooms 
SF  -  3  bedrooms 

duplex,  townhouse, 

condominium    _ 
apartment        _ 
mobile  home       _ 
other           _ 

SF  -  4  bedrooms 
SF  -  5  bedrooms 

Other  SF 

3-74 


3-75 


THANK  YOU  VERY  MUCH  FOR  YOUR  COOPERATION. 


E.   SAMPLE  INDIVIDUAL  INTERVIEW  SCHEDULE 


INDIVIDUAL  INTERVIEW 


1. 
2. 
3. 

A. 
5. 
6. 

7. 


unity 


Wtiat  IS  your  age?  S«xi  M  F  Jt  Ot 

Wat  is  your  lurital  status?   Sing   

Wi  at  is  your  spouse's  age?  

D  '  you  have  any  children  living  at  hoaie? 
I.  your  family  living  here  with  you?   _ 

If  NO,  where?  

Do  you 


Ethi  A  H  AI  N  Oil 
Marr   Sep     Div 


Ages  I 

Yes 


Wid 


No 


Own  or     How  many  bedrooms  are  there  in  this  unit? 

^Rent?     Single  family,  2  bdrm   Duplex/ townhouse/condo 

Single  family,  3  bdrm   Apartment 

Single  family,  4  bdrm   ^Mobile  hone 

Single  family,  5  bdrm   Other 

Other  single  family 

8,  How  many  years  have  you  lived  here?  _^____________^______ 

9,  W)  ere  were  you  living  before  moving  here?  

10,  vn  at  is  your  principal  occupation? 

11,  Ii  MARRIID,  What  is  your  spouse's  principal  occupation? 

12,  What  is  the  highest  level  of  formal  education  you  completed? 

Did  not  graduate  high  school  Some  graduate  school 

High  school  graduate  ^Advanced  degree 

Attended  college,  no  degree  Vocational/ technical  school 

College  graduate 


13.  Into  which  of  these  ranges  would  your 
yearly  income,  before  taxes,  fall? 

lA.  Social  grouping  I  


(SHOW  CARD) 


15.  ODTIMERSi  We  would  first  like  to  get  some  of  your  general  impressions  of  this 

CO  muni ty  as  it  is  now,  and  as  it  was  years  ago.   (SHOW  CARD)  Could  you  tell 

me  which  of  these  words  describe  (name  of  town)  today. 

NPVCOMERSj  We  would  first  like  to  get  some  of  your  general  impressions  of  this  ! 
coinmunity.  (SHOW  CARD)  Could  you  tell  me  which  of  these  words  describe  (name 
of  town). 


15. 


NOW  THEN 


NOM  THEN 


NOW  THEN 


Beautiful 

Clean 

Competitive 

Difficult 

Dirty 

Disorganized 


Dull 

Exciting 

Expensive 

Friendly 

Harmonious 

Isolated 


Lonely 

Progressive 

Relaxed 

Rewarding 

Run  down 

Traditional 


16.  GLDTIMERSi  Now,  would  you  look  at  the  list  again,  and  tell  me  which  words 
describe  the  way  (name  of  town)  was    years  ago. 


5 

6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 

12 
13 
14 


15 

16 

17 
18 

19 

20 

21 


22 

23 

24 

25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 

36  ■ 

37  ■ 

38  ■ 

39  ■ 

40  ■ 

41  ■ 

42  ■ 


-  1  - 


17. 


17. 


OLDTIMERSi  W«  now  want  to  find  out  if  you  think  son*  social  conditions  have 
r hanged  in  town  since  the  (Name  of  pvoject)  started.   I'm  going  to  read  a 
ist  of  factors  some  people  feel  are  related  to  healthy  coranunitiea.  As  I 
1  ead  them,  would  you  indicate  whether  each  situation  is  now  better  than, 
V3r8e  than,  or  about  the  same  as  it  was  years  ago. 

^SWCOHERSl  We  now  want  to  find  out  what  you  think  of  soeial  conditions  here. 
]  'm  going  to  read  a  list  of  factors  which  soiae  people  feel  are  related  to 
healthy  ccnnunitles.  As  I  read  them,  would  you  indicate  your  level  of  aatia- 
f action  or  dissatisfaction  with  each  one  here  in  (name  of  town). 


The  sense  of  connunity  or  the  concern  people 

show  for  one  another 
Tie  feeling  that  you  know  a  lot  of  people  here 
T  le  way  newcomers  become  part  of  the  community 
Relations  between  various  groups  in  town 

\ OUT   own  sense  of  belonging  here 
1 le  letoel  of  crime 

The  level  of  alcoholism  and  drug  addiction 
The  level  of  marital  probleaw  and  family 
breakups 
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12  3 


5   6   7   8   9 


Are  there  any  othctr  factors  like  these  that  you  feel  are  related  to  healthy 
C' immunities? 


18.  As  you  look  at  the  people  here  in  (name  of  town),  what  basic  divisioas,  if  any, 
do  you  see,  or  what  categories  do  you  use  to  describe  different  groups?  Could 
you  give  a  brief  description  of  each  group? 


19.  OLDTIMERSi  Have  you  gotten  to  know  any  new  people  who  have  moved  here  within 
the  last    years?    Yes     Unsure     No 

If  YES,  Where  did  you  meet  them  or  how  did  you  come  to  know  them? 


50 

51 
52 
53 


54 
55 


56 
57 


If  YES,  Would  you  characterize  them  as 


If  NO,  Why  do  you  think  that  is? 


close  friends, 
acquaintances,  or 
nodding  acquaintances? 


■  58  _ 

t 

i  59__. 
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1<).  NEWCOHERSi  Hav*  you  gotten  to  Know  any 

of  the  lon«-ti««  residents  around  here? Yea     Unsure    No 

If  YES,  Where  did  you  meet  then  or  how  did  you  oonie  to  know  theni 

If  YES,  Would  you  eharacterise  them  as  close  friends, 

aoqiialntances,  or 

nodding  acquaintances? 

If  NO,  Why  do  you  think  that  Is? 


20,   OLDTIMERSi  Have  your  friends  and  neighbors  who  have  been  here  for  a  while 
^,    seemed  to  change  In  any  basic  way  since  the  boo*  started? 

20.  NEWCOMERS!  Do  the  people  here  In  (name  of  town)  seem  different  in  any  basic 
way  than  the  people  you  knew  back  in  (name  of  ^evlous  town)? 
*  Yes     Unsure     No 

If  YES,  in  what  way? 


21.  OIDTIMERSi  Again,  we're  interested  in  your  comparison  between  conditions  now 

ard  years  ago.  So,  would  you  tell  me  how  each  situation  that  I  read  to  you 

he s  changed  ever  the  last  years. 

21.  Ni»<C0HERS>  Again,  we  are  interested  in  your  satisfaction  or  dissatisfaction 
wi  ch  conditions  here.  As  I  mention  each  situation^  would  you  indicate  your 
1'  vel  of  satisfaction  with  conditions  here  in  (name  of  town). 
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68 

The  chance  to  have  a  part  in  making  Important 

decisions  in  the  community 
Th>>  chance  to  hold  a  leadership  position 
Your  actual  level  of  involvement  in  political 

kinds  of  activities  123A   56789 

The  level  of  responsiveness  of  the  local 

government  1234   56789 

The  level  of  competence  of  the  local  government  123A   56789 

Are  there  any  other  factors  like  these  that  you  feal  are  important  in  under- 
standing the  government  and  politics  of  the  community? 


.'2.  What's  your  view  about  who  really  makes  the  important  decisions  around  here? 


-^3.  Has  that  changed  since  the  boom  started?   Yes     Unsure        No 

If  YES,  In  what  way? 
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60 
61 
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63 


64 
65 
66 


69 

70 
71 

72 
73 
74 


75 
76 

77 

78 
79 


ODTlMERSt  Let's  go  back  to  comparing  condition*  hare  now  and  years  ago, 

th:s  time  economic  conditions... 

NEVCOMERSi  Let's  go  back  to  your  satisfactions  and  dissatisfactions  with  con- 
di :ions  here,  this  time  econonic  conditions... 


Overall  satisfaction  with  your  job 

Your  actual  working  conditions  or  situation 

The  cost  of  housing 

Hrw  good  your  income  is  in  light  of  the  costs 

of  living  here 
How  hard  you  have  to  work  to  make  ends  meet 

Aie  there  any  othar  factors  like  these  that  you  feel  are  important  in  under- 
standing people's  economic  situations? 
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2  5.  C  J)TIMERS«  How  do  you  think  the  average  long-time  resident  here  feels  about 
t  le  boom  in  so  far  as  it  has  affected  his  or  her  financial  situation? 


12 


25.  NlWCOMERSi  Do  you  think  the  average  newcomer  here  feels  he  or  she  made  the 
right  financial  decision  in  coming  here?   Yes     UnSure     No 

Why/Why  not? 


13 
lA 


and  dissatisfactions  with  conditions  here... 


OLDTIMERS:  Okay,  let's  go  back  one  last  time  to  comparing  the  toWn  today  and 

years  ago. . , 

NEWCOMERS  I   Okay,   let's  go  back  one  last   time   to  recording  your  satisfactions 
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The  physical  appearance  of  the  town 

The  physical  appearance  of  the  whole  area 

around  here 
The  quality  of  the  air 
The  quality  of  the  water 
The  noise  level 

The  climate 

Conditions  of  streets  and  roads 

Public  transportation  in  and  around  town 

Traffic  conditions  in  and  aro\ind  town 


123A        56789 


2  3  A 

2  3  A 

2  3  A 

2  3  A 

2  3  A 

2  3  A 

2  3  A 

2  3  A 


5  6  7  8  9 

5  6  7  8  9 

5  6  7  8  9 

5  6  7  8  9 

5  b  7  8  9 

5  6  7  8  9 

5  6  7  8  9 

5  6  7  H  9 
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16 
17 
18 
19 

20 
21 
22 
23 
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The  responsiveness  of  the  school  system 

to  parents                                                                                1234        56789  24 

Library  facilities                                                                   1234        56789  25 

Local  law  enforcement  and  police  protection  1234  56789  26 
Opportunities  for  pitrtioipation  in  religious 

activities                                                                             1234       56789  27 

The  general  Moral  climate  of  the' conmunity             1234       56789  28 

Your   personal  satisfaction  with  family  life           1234       56789  29 

A  re   there  any  other  factors   like  these  that  you  feel  ace  important  for  evalu- 

a  ing  what  kind  of  town  this  is  to  live  in?  30 

31 
32 

V7.  OLDTIMERSi  Have  the  schools  here  changed 

in  any  way  over  the  last years?      Yes       Unsure     No  33 

If  YES,  In  what  way?  34 

27.  N£WCO^fERSl  liifhat  do  you  see  as  the  strongest  and  weakest  aspects  of  the  school 

system  here?  35 

Strongest                       Weakest  36 


28..   OLDTIMERSi  Would  you  briefly  describe  how  the  other  members  of  your  family 
hav/e  reacted  to  the  changes  here  since  the  boom  started?  For  instance,  what 
have  they  like  or  disliked? 

?R.  NEWCOMERS!  Would  you  briefly  describe  how  the  other  members  of  your  family 
have  reacted  to  the  move  here»  to  thi?  coimnunity?  For  instance »  what  have 
ttjey  liked  or  disliked?  37 

38 

39 

40 

29.  OLDTIMERSi  When  did  you  first  hear  that  the  (name  of  project)  was  going  to 

happen,  and  how  did  you  react  at  first?  41 

42 


^9.  NEWCOMERS  1  Have  you  been  present  in  other 


towns  during  boon  periods?  Yes     Unsure       No         43 

If  YES,  Describe  (e.g.  when,  irtiere,  your  role)  and  compare  44 


"30.  How  do  you  rate  the  job  the  town's  leaders  did  in  responding  to  the  entry  of 
the  project  here  in  (name  of  town)  and  its  in  pacts?  E.g.  What  did  they  do 
right  or  wrong? 


45 


46 
47 
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31.  Looking  back  over  the  boom  period,  what  advioe  would  you  give  to  people  in  a 
town  about  to  experience  a  similar  project? 


48 


32,  Would  you  want  to  see  another  town 
through  a  similar  experience? 

33.  Considering  all  things,  do  you  like 
it  here  in  (name  of  town)? 


Yes 


Yes 


Unsure 
Unsure 


No 
No 


34.  Are  there  any  other  comments  you  would  like  to  make? 


50 


51 

52 

53 
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SAMPLE  INSTITUTIONAL  REPRESENTATIVE 
INTERVIEIW  SCHEDULE 


INSnTUTIONAL  RIFRESENTAnVE  INTOVIEW 


2. 


Hwne  

Sex  M 


Position  I 


Agai 


Ethnicity  I  A  H  AI  N  OR 


3.  How  long  have  you  b««n  in  this  position? 

4.  What's  your  background  before  that? 


1-A 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 


5.   PRE- IMPACT  SITUAHOn" 
Role  of  institution  in 
conununityt  adequacy  of 
performance  -  services f 
facilities,  personnel, 
finances,  sense  of  di- 
rection, planning  capa- 
bilities; major  issues, 
strengths,  weaknesses, 
etc. 


1 


During  the  pre-boom  period,  was  your  institution/ agency/etc,  parforaing  its 
job  adequately,  in  your  opinion?     Yes   Unaure   K6' 

VThac  was  its  biggest  problem  then? 


12 

13 
14 


6.  PROJECT  ENWY 
Process  of  learning  of 
project  -  good  info, 
runors ;   contacts  between 
conpanyCies)  (.   towni 
timing,  adequacy  of 
info;  first  reactions, 
etc. 

>. . 

Do  you  feel  that  as  a  (name  of  position)  you  received 

adequate  information    Yea   Unsure   No 

timely  information      ^Yes   Unsure   No 


Do  you  feel  the  company  (ies)  dealt  fair 
and  square  with  the  camnunity? 


Yes 


Unaure 


No 


15 
16 

17 


7.  IMPACTS 

In  pacts  on  you,  your 
institution,  coimnunityi 
your  view  of  project  & 
new  population;  costs 
and  benefits,  etc. 


Considarinp,  all  thini'.s,  have  the  project  s 
Costs  outwelRhfld  the  benefits 
Costs  and  benefits  been  about  equal 
Benefits  outweighed  the  costs 


18 


8.  DEALING  WITH  IMPACTS 
Wien;  who  initiated,  who 
1 >d  things;  forms  of  pub- 
lic discussion;  form  of 
response*  personal,  in- 
stitutional, cornnunityj 
evaluation  of  response, 
etc. 


ity's  leaders  react  responsibly?   Y®^ 


Did  the  commun^^^  _  

Did  the  community's  leaders  react  quickly  enough? 
Was  there  the  chance  for  anybody  who  wanted,  to  be 
a  part  of  the  discussion  of  problems  and  impacts? 


Yes 


Yes 


Unsure 
Unsure 

Unsure 


No 


No 
No 


9.  PRESENT  SITUATION 
R«lc  of  institution  now  - 
adequacy  of  performance  - 
services,  facilities, 
personnel,  finances,  sense 
of  direction,  planning 
capabilities;  major  iss- 
ues, strengths,  weaknesses 
etc. 


Do  you  feel  your  institution/agency/etc.  is  performing  its  iob  adequately 

today?   Yes     Unsure     No 

What  is  its  biggest  problem  today?  


flO.  IN  RETROSPECT 
Guesses  on  post-depart- 
uie  impacts;  glad/sad 
it  happened  now;  want 
to  see  another  town  go 
through  it;  advice  to 
another  town  &  lessons 
learned,  etc. 


Considerinr.  everything,  ar^^  yoti  now 
about  the  project? 

Would  you  want  to  see  anothor  town  p,o 
thronp.h  a  similar  experience? 


sad',  glad,  or  do  do  have  MIXED  FEELINGS 


Yes 


Unsure 


!^Jo 
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22 
23 

24 


2"j 
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1 1 .  OTHER  COMMENTS 
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